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Envi ronnment al Assessment
1.0 I ntroduction

Section 1.1 provides an Executive Summary of the nonkfish

enmer gency action being inplenented by the Secretary of
Commerce. The purpose and need for this action is discussed
in Section 2.0. Section 3.0 contains a description of the
proposed action and alternatives. Baseline information that
descri bes the affected environnent is provided in Section 4.0.
Section 5.0 conpares the environnmental inpacts of the
enmergency action and other alternatives.

Subsequent sections pertain to the requirenents of other
appl i cabl e | aw such as the National Environnmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the Endangered Species Act, the Marine Mammal
Protection Act, Executive Order 12866 (Regul atory | npact

Revi ew), Coastal Zone Managenent Act, and Paperwork Reduction
Act. Because public notice and comment is a requirenment for
enmer gency action under Section 305(c) of the Magnuson- Stevens
Act, it is not necessary to conduct the anal yses required by
the Regul atory Flexibility Act (RFA). However, the Initial
Regul atory Flexibility Analysis (I RFA) conducted for Framework
1 to the Monkfish FMP is applicable to this action, and is
included in this subm ssion as Appendi x | because it provides
i nportant information about the inpacts of the action on small
busi ness entities.

1.1 Executive Summary

The New Engl and and M d-Atl antic Fishery Managenent Councils
jointly devel oped the Mnkfish Fishery Managenment Pl an (FMP)
to conserve and manage nonkfish. The FMP objectives include
endi ng overfishing by 2002, and rebuilding the stock by 2009.
The FMP included a provision that required the elimnation of
the directed fishery for nonkfish on May 1, 2002 (the Year 4
default neasures), unless a review during Year 3 indicated
that other regul ations could be inplenented through a
framework action that would neet the overfishing and
rebui |l di ng objectives of the FMP. The Year 4 default measures
were included in the FMP to ensure that the FMP objectives
wer e attained.

The Councils' Monkfish Monitoring Conmttee (MVMC) conducted a
review of the status of the fishery during Year 3 of the FMP.
The MMC review process began in Fall 2001, and utilized the
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nost recent stock assessnent results available at that tine
(St ock Assessnment Workshop (SAW 31, June 2000), | andings
data, and resource survey data to evaluate the status of the
fishery. The MMC concluded that the condition of the stock
was i nproving, and recomrended that the Councils should
develop a framework action to extend for one year the existing
managenent neasures. The MMC felt that the Year 4 default
measures were unnecessarily restrictive given the inprovenents
in the stock condition in both managenment areas.

The Councils considered the advice of the MMC, and proposed to
nodi fy the Year 4 managenent neasures through Framework
Adjustnment 1 to the FMP. The managenent measures included in
Framework 1 are described in detail in Section 3 of this
docunment. In brief, the measures would have established a
total allowable catch (TAC) for Year 4 at the sane |evel as
2000 | andings. Franework 1 also proposed to set trip limts
that would maintain | andings at the TAC level, while

al l ocating 40 nonkfish days-at-sea (DAS) to vessels issued
limted access nonkfish permts.

The Councils adopted Framework 1 for subm ssion to NMFS in
January 2002. At the January 2002 Council neetings, the
Councils also received an updated nonkfish stock assessnent
(SAW 34, January 2002) which supported the MMC concl usi on that
the condition of the stock was inproving. SAW 34 recomended
an update to the fishing nortality rate (F) criteria in the
FMP, but the results of SAW34 were not available in tinme for
the Councils to incorporate the advice into Franework 1. As a
result, NMFS was required to determ ne whether the neasures
proposed in Framework 1 were consistent with the F criteria in
the FMP, and Framework 1 was found to be inconsistent.
Therefore, the Year 4 default nmeasures went into effect on May
1, 2002.

NMFS is taking energency action to tenporarily anmend the
Monkfish FMP in order to incorporate the F criteria
recommended by SAW 34 into the FMP. This emergency action
al so i npl enents the managenent neasures proposed by the
Councils in Framework 1 because, with the anmendnent of the F
criteria in the FMP, these neasures are consistent with the
best available scientific information. The intent of these
managenment neasures is to maintain |andings at the TAC | evels
specified below for the Northern Fishery Managenent Area
(NFMA) and Sout hern Fi shery Managenent Area (SFMA). A nmap
depicting the respective nonkfi sh managenent areas is
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presented in Figure 1.

NFVA SFVA TOTAL
(OY)
11,674 nt | 7,921 nt |19, 595 nt

The managenment neasures established in this enmergency rule to
achieve this target TAC are as foll ows:

1.

Al | ocation of 40 nonkfish DAS for all limted access
monkfish vessels with no trip limts in the NFMA while
fishing on a nonkfish or nultispecies DAS;

Revised trip limts in the SFMA as foll ows:

a.

550 I b per DAS (tail weight) for vessel permt
categories A and C (limted access permt categories
for vessels that denonstrated a high | evel of

hi storic nmonkfish | andi ngs), or

450 | b per DAS (tail weight) for permt categories B
and D (limted access permt categories for vessels
t hat denonstrated a | ower |evel of historic nmonkfish
| andi ngs) .

Mai nt enance of the incidental catch [imts in effect
during Years 2 and 3 of the FMP.
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1.2 Background I nformation

The Councils submtted the Monkfish FMP to NMFS on Sept enber
17, 1998. The FMP was approved by NMFS and the final rule

t hat established the managenment neasures was published in the
Federal Register on October 7, 1999 (64 FR 54732), with the
measures becom ng effective on Novenber 8, 1999. The FMP

est abli shed a managenment programthat includes:

--Managenent in two geographic areas: the NFMA and the SFMA,
--Limted access vessel permts in several permt categories
(category depends on historic |evel of |andings);

--Target TACs;

--Effort limtations (DAS);

--Trip limts;

--Incidental catch all owances;

--Mnimum fish sizes;

--Cear requirenments including mninmum mesh size;

- - Spawni ng season cl osures;

- - Framewor k adj ust nent process;

--Vessel and dealer permt and reporting requirenents.

The FMP obj ectives include ending overfishing by 2002, and
rebuil ding the stock by 2009. Year 1 of the plan began May 1,
1999. Starting in Year 2 of managenent, the FMP allocated 40
nmonkfish DAS for directed fishing for nmonkfish. 1In addition,
triplimts went into effect in the SFMA that varied according
to vessel permt category and gear type. For vessels fishing
in the NFMA on a nultispecies or nonkfish DAS there were no
triplimts in Year 2 or Year 3. However, a trip limt was
establ i shed for scallop dredge vessels fishing under a scallop
DAS in the NFMA

The FMP specified that on May 1, 2002, the Year 4 default
measures woul d be i nmplenented. These default neasures
elimnate the directed fishery by allocating zero DAS, and
specify nore restrictive incidental catch limts for each
category of permtted vessel. The FMP anal yzed the inpacts of
the default nmeasures, which were to be inplenmented unless a
Year 3 review of the fishery indicated that other regul ations
could be inplenmented through framework action that woul d neet
the FMP requirements. The Year 4 default neasures are the no-
action (status quo) alternative described in Section 3.2.

1.2.1 Federal Court Order



As noted above, in Year 2 of managenment the FMP specified trip
limts for vessels fishing in the SFMA that varied by permt
category and gear type. In 2001, a Rhode Island Federal

Magi strate Judge i ssued reconmmendations to the Federal

District Court Judge on notions for sunmary judgnent in a suit
brought by several southern New Engl and and New Jersey
gillnetters challenging the differential trip limts by gear
type in the FMP for vessels fishing under a nmonkfish DAS in
the SFMA. The Federal District Court Judge agreed with nost

of the conclusions and opi nions of the Magistrate Judge and
ruled that, based on the justification provided in the FMP,
the differential trip limt violated National Standards 2, 4,
and 5. The judge vacated the 300 pound-per-day gillnet trip
l[imt and set a 1,500 pound trip limt, “for all nonk
fishermen...until such tinme as the Secretary [of Commrerce]
establishes a fair and equitable gear differential or

ot herwi se revises the catch limt.” The judge later clarified
that the trip limts apply by permt category. A final order
in the case of Hall et al. v. Evans et al. (C. A No. 99-5491
(D.R1.)) (hereinafter referred to as the ' Federal Court

order’ or the ‘Federal Court decision’) was issued on February
15, 2002. In devel oping neasures for Framework 1, the
Councils chose to maintain equivalent trip limts for al
vessels within a permt category, and this energency action
mai nt ai ns those sane trip limts.

1.2.2 Three Year Review of the FMP

I n 2001, the MMC conducted its three year review of the stock,
as specified in the FMP. The MMC eval uat ed bi ol ogi cal
reference points and the effectiveness of managenment neasures
to stop overfishing and allow for rebuilding by 2009 based on
the nmost recent scientific information available. This review
relied on information fromthe 31t Stock Assessnent Wor kshop
(SAW 31, June 2001), landings and stock survey informtion.

The F criteria contained in the FMP are based on the stock
assessnment presented in SAW 23 (1997). Based on SAW 23, the
FMP established fishing nmortality thresholds (Fipeshoia) tO

det erm ne whet her or not overfishing was occurring in either
managenent area. These Fineshoig | €vels were 0.05 for the NFMA
and 0.14 for the SFMNA

Subsequent Stock Assessnment Wor kshops (SAW 31; SAW 34, January
2002) concluded that several of the assunptions underlying the
1997 stock assessnent were invalid. The application of
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updated data and a nore reasonabl e set of assunptions resulted
in an unfeasible (negative) estimate of the Fi,esnoig 1N the
NFMA. This also indicated that fishing nortality rates
estimated using |l ength conposition data fromthe NMFS surveys
did not result in reliable point estimtes of the exploitation
status of nonkfish and should not be used to set target TACs.
Therefore, in the Year 3 review, the MVC concl uded that the
target TACs specified in the FMP for Year 4 are inadequate
nmeasures of the fishery performance relative to the managenment
objectives. The MMC used all available information to assess
the stock condition and consi der appropriate managenent

measur es.

The MMC exami ned a relative exploitation index based on
fishing year (FY) landings and the fall survey index (Figure
2). The relative exploitation index declined dramatically
from FY1999 to FY2000. Seasonal |andi ngs patterns suggest

t hat even wi thout further restrictions, F for cal endar year
2001 was | ower than that for cal endar year 2000. The MMC
concluded that the recent decline in the relative exploitation
i ndex provides additional evidence that the nanagenent program
is having its intended effect.

Framework 1 was devel oped by the New Engl and and M d-Atl antic
Fi shery Managenment Councils (Councils), through the framework
adj ust nent process specified in the FMP, in order to nodify

t he managenment neasures for the fishing year that began on My
1, 2002. In order to enact neasures by May, they had to
submt the framework action by February 1st. The SAW 34
results were presented to the Councils in late January, which
precluded them fromincorporating SAW34's revised F criteria
into Framework 1 as a formal change to the FMP. NMFS was
unable to incorporate the SAW34 revised F criteria into the
framewor k action foll owi ng subm ssion by the Councils, because
the framework process does not authorize the agency to make
such a nodification. Therefore, the F criteria in the FM
were not revised by Framework 1 to reflect the best avail able
scientific informati on on the nonkfish stock (SAW 34).

As discussed in Framework 1 and incorporated herein, SAW 34

t hat provided a range of estimates of F for cal endar year
2000. Anpng these sets of estimtes the SAW attached the nost
significance to those derived fromthe recent cooperative

i ndustry survey. The npost probable estimtes of F derived
fromthis approach ranged from about 0.25 to about 0.4, that



is, froma level slightly above the suggested revised Fiesholid
to a level twi ce that proposed.

These estimates include only 7 nonths of nonkfish DAS
restrictions and trip limts, which would result in an
underestimate of the effect of the managenment neasures in
reducing fishing nortality. Furthernmore, the results of the
2001 NMFS fall trawl survey indicate that in the NFMA the
stock is no | onger overfished, and that stock biomass in the
SFMA is at its highest level since 1986. Finally, if |andings
are held constant, which is the intent of this action, and

bi omass continues to increase, F will necessarily decline.

The fact that stock biomass has increased significantly in
bot h managenent areas at current |anding |evels indicates that
the level of F resulting fromthe nmeasures in this energency
action should allow the stock to continue rebuilding.
Therefore, there is no evidence that these neasures wl|l
prevent rebuilding by 2009. NWMS notes that this enmergency
action tenmporarily suspends the default neasures. |In the
absence of any additional measures, these default measures

w || become effective upon the expiration date of this
energency rule or its extension.

The Councils intend to fully reconsider the best avail able
scientific information in the devel opnent of revised
overfishing definitions and a revised stock rebuil ding program
in Amendment 2, which is scheduled to be inplenmented by May 1,
2003.

1.2.3 Framework 1 as it relates to this Emergency Rul emaki ng

The Councils proposed in Framework 1 to delay the Year 4
default neasures for one year to May 1, 2003, and to inplenent
managenment nmeasures on May 1, 2002, that would allow continued
directed fishing. The Councils also proposed to establish
nmeasures consistent with a TAC based on 2000 | andi ngs; and set
trip limts and DAS allocations to achieve the TACs. However
as di scussed above, the Council's did not formally change the
FMP to incorporate the new scientific information necessary to
justify the proposed neasures. Framework 1 was submtted by
the Councils to NMFS on February 7, 2002, and a proposed rule
requesting public comrent on this framework published in the
Federal Register on April 4, 2002 (67 FR 16079).



The neasures recomended by the Councils in Franework 1 are
identical to those NMFS is inplenenting through enmergency
action. NMS disapproved Franework 1 in so far as the
measures were not found to be consistent with the F criteria
contained in the FMP.

1.2.4 Anmendnent 2

The Councils have begun devel opnent of Amendment 2 to the FMP,
to make permanent revisions to the FMP as appropriate. The
current timetable for the anmendnment would result in

i npl ement ati on of any appropriate changes to the overfi shing
definitions, including the F criteria, and revisions to the
managenent program by the start of Year 5 (May 1, 2003). The
amendment will also provide a nmechanismfor updating Essentia
Fish Habitat (EFH) and other environnmental inpact conmponents
of the plan through a Suppl enmental Environnmental |npact
Statenent (SEIS), as well as provide an opportunity to reduce
the conplexity of the current managenent program Anmendnment 2
will also be able to address, in a nore gl obal way, bycatch
reporting needs and m nim zati on of bycatch.

2.0 Purpose and Need

NMFS is issuing this energency rule to : (1) Announce the

di sapproval of Framework 1 in the context of the current F
criteria in the FMP; (2) tenporarily anmends the F criteria in
the FMP to be consistent with the best science avail able; and
(3) tenporarily inplement the nmeasures proposed in Framework 1
given that these measures conmply with the revised F criteria
and the objectives of the FMP. The purpose of this rule is to
suspend tenporarily the restrictive Year 4 default nanagenent
nmeasures that becane effective May 1, 2002, and inpl ement
alternative neasures for the nonkfish fishery based on the
best scientific information. This emergency action is
effective for 180 days, and may be renewed for a second 180-
day peri od.

The restrictive Year 4 default neasures are expected to have a
significant negative econom c inpact on nonkfish vessels and
nmonkfi sh- dependent comrunities, particularly on linmted access
monkfish vessels that hold either a Category A or B permt.
Unl i ke nmonkfish vessels holding Category C or D permts,
vessel s that hold Category A or B permts do not possess a
limted access multispecies or scallop permit. As a result,
vessel s that hold Category A or B permts tend to be nore
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dependent on the nmonkfish fishery, since they do not have the
option of fishing under a nmultispecies or scallop DAS. There
are currently 704 vessels that hold Iimted access nonkfish
permts, of which 54 hold Category A or B permts. According
to the econom ¢ anal ysis conducted for Franmework 1,

i ncorporated into the Environnmental Assessnent (EA) for this
emergency rule, 50 percent of vessels holding limted access
Category A or B nmonkfish permts would | ose approxi mtely 60
percent of their net income fromfishing, or greater.
Conversely, the nmeasures contained in this emergency rule
woul d result in no inconme |oss to Category A and B vessels.

There are currently 650 limted access nonkfish vessel s that
hol d Category C or D permts. As stated previously, these
vessels hold a limted access nmultispecies or scallop permt
in conjunction with their limted access nonkfish permt.
Vessels in these permt categories are authorized to fish
under either a nultispecies or scallop DAS and to retain an
incidental catch of nonkfish that is higher than the anpunt
aut horized for vessels not fishing under a DAS. According to
t he econoni c anal ysis prepared for Framework 1, under the
default neasures, 10 percent of Category C and D vessels woul d
experience inconme | osses of 25.8 percent and 43.3 percent or
greater, respectively. However, under neasures contained in
this emergency rule, 10 percent of Category C and D vessels
woul d experience | osses to income of only 0.8 percent and 2.8
percent or greater, respectively. These estimates did not

i ncorporate the potential inpact of recent restrictions on the
mul ti species fishery resulting froma Federal Court order
(Conservation Law Foundation et al. v. Evans; April 26, 2002).
Therefore, the estimted | osses to incone resulting fromthe
default neasures and fromthe nmeasures contained in this
energency rule are expected to be greater for Category C and D
vessels than indicated in the avail abl e anal ysi s.

| rpl enmenting this action through section 305(c) of the
Magnuson- St evens Fi shery Conservation and Managenent Act
(Magnuson- Stevens Act) is justifiable because the need to

di sapprove the framework action and i mredi ately amend the FMP
to nake it conpatible with the best scientific information
avai l abl e only becane di scoverable after NMFS had the tine to
fully evaluate the framework action after the public coment
peri od had ended. As discussed above, this disapproval is
based on the fact that the framework neasures are not
consistent with the FMP because the F criteria in the FMP have
not yet been formally changed to reflect the best avail able
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scientific information on the nmonkfish stock. The need to
formally change the FMP to incorporate the updated F criteria
was not clearly apparent earlier given the newness of the
scientific informati on and the extrenely conpressed time frame
for considering public comments and inplenenting the framework
before the default nmeasures becane operative. Moreover, it
woul d not have been possible to include a change to the FMP in
Framework 1 to avoid the default neasures because the
scientific informati on necessary to justify the change was not
available in time. Disapproval of the framework neans that
the default neasures, which are no | onger considered necessary
in light of the best scientific information avail abl e, nust
remain in place until the newest science is incorporated into
the FMP. To delay the incorporation of the newest science and
i mpl ementation of the action necessary to avoid the default
measures would result in substantial, unwarranted and
unnecessary econonm ¢ harmto the industry and would Iikely
cause wasteful bycatch of nonkfish in other fisheries.

Because NMFS is constrained to only approve or disapprove a
framework action, the only available way to inplenment this
action, without further delay, is through the Magnuson- Stevens
Act section 305(c) emergency authority.

3.0 Energency Action and Alternatives Considered

NMFS eval uated two alternatives to the neasures being

est abl i shed t hrough enmergency action: (1) nmeasures that would
mai ntain | andi ngs at the target TAC |l evels specified in Years
2 and 3 of the FMP; and (2) the inpact of the Year 4 default
measures (status quo/no action). None of the alternatives
proposed to differentiate trip limts by gear type, so all are
equal ly consistent with the Federal Court Order discussed in
Section 1.2.1.

3.1 Energency Action

The emergency action tenporarily revises the F criteria in the
overfishing definitions of the FMP to be consistent with the
best available scientific information. This enmergency action
al so suspends tenporarily the Year 4 default nmeasures
specified in the FMP, specifies Optimm Yield (OY) and target
TACs for each nanagenent area that are equivalent to the |evel
of landi ngs that occurred during Year 2 of the rebuil ding

11



program and establishes nmeasures to achi eve these target TACs
and prevent overfishing.

NFMA SFVA TOTAL (QY)
11,674 mt 7,921 nt 19,595 mt

Table 1. Enmergency Year 4 Optinum Yield
and Management Area TACs

Landings will be maintained consistent with the target TACs by
adjusting the trip limts for vessels to a level that wll

achi eve the sane | evel of catch as occurred during Year 2 of
the FMP. A trip limt analysis was conducted in conjunction
with Framework 1 to establish alternative trip limts and DAS
al l ocations for the preferred and non-preferred TAC
alternatives. The trip limt analysis is applicable to this
emer gency action because the trip limts proposed in Framework
1 are being inplenmented through this energency rule. The trip
limt options resulting fromthat analysis are outlined bel ow.
The full report is presented in Appendix II.

3.1.1 Tenporary revisionto F criteria in the FMP

This enmergency action tenporarily amends the existing F
criteriain the FMP to be consistent with the recomendati on
of SAW 34, which is based on the best scientific informtion
avai l able. The foll owi ng paragraphs provide justification for
amendi ng the existing F criteria in the FMP through this

emer gency acti on.

Existing FMP Criteria

The F thresholds defined in the FMP are F=0.05 for the NFMA
and F=0.14 for the SFMA. The targets and thresholds in the
FMP were generated using reference points and estinmates of
cont enpor aneous fishing nortality from SAW 23 (March 1997).
Esti mat es of those reference points were recal cul ated during
SAW 31 (Oct ober 2000) using updated data and under different
hypot heses, which were considered to be nore reasonabl e,
regarding the nmean length of full selection to the fishing
gear (survey or commercial). This resulted in negative
estimtes of the F threshold for the NFMA, which is an
unrealistic result, indicating that the F reference points in
the FMP are not reliable as indicators of stock status with

12



respect to exploitation rates. As a result, the 31t Stock
Assessnment Review Comm ttee (SARC) concl uded that the fishing
nortality reference points established in the FMP needed to be
reeval uat ed.

The 34t SARC recogni zed inherent flaws in the method used to
establish the F criteria in the FMP and di scussed potenti al
alternatives for establishing revised F criteria. The SARC
stated that information now exists to estimate current F rates
by age, and that yield per recruit (YPR) anal yses could be
used to establish revised reference points. Based on a
provi si onal YPR analysis, the SARC recommended F threshol ds of
F=0.2 and F targets of F=0.14 for the stock units in both the
NFMA and t he SFMA.

Fishing Mortality Reference Points

Overfishing for nonkfish is defined to occur when the F
exceeds the Fineshoia Of Fuwev. A widely-used proxy for Fg is the
F that results in maximumyield per recruit (Fuw). The
current estimate of Fux is 0.20. This value applies to both
fi shery managenent areas because the rates of body growth and
natural nortality (M are simlar in each managenent area.

Fishing nortality rate targets can be conputed in a variety of
ways, and are intended to assure a m nimum probability that
Fww IS exceeded in any year. A common Fy,q Proxy is Foi1 (the
fishing nortality rate where the increase in yield per recruit
for an increase in a unit of effort is 10% of the yield per
recruit produced by the first unit of effort on an unexploited
stock). In practice, use of Fq 1 provides nost of the benefits
in yield and spawni ng bi onass per recruit as would be gai ned
by fishing at Fuy but with noderately |ower fishing effort.
Accordingly, the Fi 4 for nmonkfish is proposed as Fo: = 0.14
in both managenment areas. This represents a fishing nortality
rate which is expected to produce optinmal yield for a
recovered stock.

Justification

Fw< is frequently used as a proxy for F When estinmates of Fyy
(i ncorporating recruitnment variability, growth, natural
mortality and ages selected by the fishery) are not avail abl e.
Alternative proxies for Fy are based on Fyug, the F that
produces a given percent of the maxi num spawni ng potenti al
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(maxi mum spawni ng potential is assunmed to be achi eved when
F=0). Values in the range of Fgy, t0o F, have typically been
used as proxies for Fy and Fge i S recomended for stocks
with 'average' resilience (Gabriel and Mace 1998). For
nmonkfish, the F, value of 0.20 is equivalent to Fsug AN
additional alternative is to approxi mte F using the natura
nortality rate (M. The Mfor nonkfish is assuned to be 0.2
(i.e., in this case, equivalent to the cal cul ated val ue of
Funx) -

Fo.1 i's adopted as the F, 4 because it represents a nore
conservative fishing nortality rate than Fg or its proxy, but
has little effect on the expected equilibriumyield (Gabriel
and Mace 1998). For nonkfish, the Fo; value of 0.14 is

equi val ent to Fysse

The fishing nortality reference points currently defined in

t he nonkfish FMP were estimated using information avail abl e at
SAW 23 (NEFSC 1997). The estimation nethod was based on

| ength frequency data and depends on equilibrium assunptions
such as constant recruitnent and nortality. The |ength-based
met hod was used for nonkfish because no age data were
avai l abl e. Subsequent refinenents to the |ength-based F
estimtes (SAW 31, NEFSC 2000) resulted in infeasible
(negative) values for the F reference points in the northern
managenent region using the length frequency nethod (assum ng
M=0.2). Age data fromthe NMFS surveys and results fromthe
i ndustry-based cooperative nmonkfish survey were avail able for
t he SAW 34 assessnment (NEFSC 2002). The assessnent included
age- based yield per recruit analyses. The analysis was
conducted for managenent regions conbi ned because data from

t he cooperative survey indicated no difference in nonkfish
growh rates in the two nanagenent regions (e.g., the sane
val ues apply to each managenent area because growth and
Natural nortality rates are simlar in each). The 34" SARC
recommended replacing the current F reference points for
nmonkfish with reference points based on the yield per recruit
anal yses. Subsequent research has indicated that the estimate
of Fwx IS robust to effects of differential Natural nortality
rates by sex, differences anbng managenent regions, and the
ef fects of discards.

Al ternative Approaches
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Sur pl us production nmodeling was consi dered by SAW 34 as an
alternative nethod for establishing biomss and F reference
points for nonkfish. Significant problens exist inits
application to nmonkfish primarily because of uncertainties
about catch levels (e.g., likely under reporting of catches)
prior to the m d-1980s. The SARC concluded that the data
currently available are insufficient to support this nodeling
appr oach.

3.1.2 NFMA Trip Limts

Vessels fishing in the NFMA will continue to fish under the
sane nmeasures as those established in Years 2 and 3 of the
managenent program Vessels will be allocated 40 nonkfish DAS

with no trip limt specified for vessels fishing under a
nmonkfish or nultispecies DAS. Scallop dredge vessels fishing
under a scallop DAS (but not a nmonkfish DAS) will continue to
be subject to a trip limt of 300 | b per DAS (tail weight).
This action maintains the requirenent from Years 2 and 3 for
vessels to declare their intent to fish in the NFMA in order
to be eligible to fish in the area with no trip limt. A
vessel owner nust declare the intention to fish only in the
NFMA for a m ninmum of 30 days; and while fishing under such a
decl aration may not fish for or possess nonkfish in the SFMA,
nor be in the SFMA while called in on a nonkfish DAS, except
under the transit provisions (which require gear to be

st owed) .

I n the devel opnment of Framework 1, the Councils considered two
options for the NFMA to achieve the sane |andings as in
FY2000. These options are discussed in Appendix Il as Options
la and 1b. Since vessels fishing in the NFMA under a

mul ti speci es DAS do not have a nonkfish trip limt, a trip
[imt that woul d duplicate FY2000 | andi ngs woul d be equi val ent
to the trip limt in effect in FY2000, that is, no trip limt.
The anal ysis was designed to estimate a trip limt for
directed trips (where nonkfish is nore than 50 percent of the
total | andings) while constraining non-directed trips to

ei ther 50 percent (Scenario la) or 25 percent (Scenario 1b) of
the total catch.

Since no reduction in total catch is the objective, no trip
[imt is necessary to constrain catches in the analysis.
Therefore, there is no basis for limting catches of non-
directed trips under either Scenario la (limting non-directed
trips to 50 percent of total catch) or Scenario 1b (limting
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non-directed trips to 25 percent of total catch).

3.1.3 SFMA Trip Limts

Vessels fishing in the SFMA will continue to be allocated 40
monkfish DAS, and trip limts will be established by permt
Category. Vessels in Categories A and Cwll have a trip
l[imt of 550 I b per DAS (tail weight), while vessels in
Categories B and Dw Il have a trip limt of 450 | b per DAS
(tail weight).

In Framework 1, the Councils considered three conbinations of
DAS and trip limts to achieve the sanme | andings as Year 2 for
the SFMA. These alternatives allow the trade-offs between
trip limt level and DAS all ocations to be considered. The
alternative enacted in this energency action is consistent
with the action recommended by the Council for Framework 1.

In the devel opnment of Framework 1, the Councils considered
three options to achieve the preferred alternative TAC for the
SFMA, identified as Scenarios 3a, 3c and 3d in Appendix |1

The Councils recomend Scenario 3a in response to industry
coments on Framework 1 that indicated a higher nunber of DAS
with restrictive trip limts is preferred over a | ower nunber
of DAS (fishing opportunities) with higher trip limts. As
not ed above, the trip limts recommended by the Council are
consistent with the trip limts being inplemented through this
enmer gency rul e.

The anal ysis of these options was based on the fishing
patterns in FY2000. At the Monkfish Commttee’'s request, an
anal ysis was al so conducted using the FY1999 fishing patterns,
to use catch data from an unconstrained fishery (there were no
trip limts and DAS in 1999) to predict catches under the
proposed limts, particularly where the limts are higher than
were in place in FY2000. (The Federal Court decision required
that trip limts for non-trawm and trawl vessels be
consistent, resulting in increased trip limts for non-traw
vessel s under sonme of the anal yzed scenari o0s.)

Scenari os 3b, 3d and 3e in Appendix Il are based on 1999 catch
data. However, since the proportion of 1999 | andi ngs by
vessels that either did not get a limted access permt in
2000 or used a dredge was so high, the anmount of nonkfish
available in the analysis to the linted access vessels was
smal | er than when FY2000 data were used, even though total
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FY1999 | andi ngs were nearly double those in FY2000.

Therefore, after renoving dredge and | andi ngs for vessels that
did not get a limted access permt, the pool of |andings
available in the analysis to limted entry vessels was
relatively | ow (conpared to FY2000 | andi ngs) so when those
avai |l abl e I andings are distributed to the individual permt
hol ders, the trip limt is proportionally lower. The SFMA
managenent alternatives considered by the Councils to achieve
the recommended TAC are as fol |l ows:

Scenario 3a. Vessels fishing in the SFMA woul d be all ocated 40
monkfish DAS. Vessels in Categories A and C would have a trip
l[imt of 544 |b (tail weight, per DAS), while vessels in
Categories B and Dw Il have a trip limt of 457 Ib (tail

wei ght, per DAS).

Scenario 3c. For vessels fishing in the SFMA, vessels in
Categories A and C would retain the current trip limt of
1,500 I b (tail weight, per DAS) with an allocation of 14
nmonkfi sh DAS, while vessels in Categories B and D would retain
the current trip limt of 1,000 Ib (tail weight, per DAS) with
an allocation of 19 DAS.

Scenario 3e. For vessels fishing in the SFMA, vessels in
Categories A and C would have a trip limt of 1,000 Ib (tail
wei ght, per DAS) with an allocation of 17 nonkfish DAS, while
vessels in Categories B and D would have a trip [imt of 700
Ib (tail weight, per DAS) with an allocation of 23 DAS.

3.2 Year 4 Default Measures (No Action/ Status Quo)

This alternative reflects the Year 4 default managenent
program that was inplenented on May 1, 2002, as specified in
the FMP. This alternative would elimnate the directed
nonkfish fishery. The target TACs in the follow ng table were
calculated in the original FMP in 1997. The inpacts of these
default neasures were analyzed in the FMP and, for conparative
pur poses, are incorporated by reference herein.

NFMA SFMVA TOTAL (OY)
4,047 mt 3,252 m 7,299 nm

Table 2. No-action alternative for specification
of QY and Managenment Area TACs for Year 4
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Under the Year 4 default neasures, no nonkfish DAS are
allocated to limted access vessels, and vessels nust fish
under nore restrictive incidental catch limts than those in
effect during Years 2 and 3 of the FMP. Tables 3 and 4 show
the nonkfish trip limts by permt Category for vessels
fishing on a DAS or not on a DAS, respectively, with the Year
4 trip limts highlighted. Figure 2 is a flowhart show ng the
process by which a vessel can determ ne which of the five trip
l[imts apply to that vessel in Year 4.
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Effective Per m t DAS Program Area Cear * Trip Limt per
Dat e Cat egory DAS* *
Prior to A&B and C
May 1, 2002 & Dwth Monkf i sh NFMVA Al Cear No triplimt
LA*** scal | op
Prior to
May 1, 2000 A B C D Monkfi sh SFVA Al Cear No trip limt
May 1, 2000 1,500 I b of tail-
Aor C Monkfi sh SFMA Trawl wei ght
May 1, 2000 1,000 I b of tail-
Bor D Monkfi sh SFVA Tr awl wei ght
May 1, 2000 Non- Tr awl 300 I b tail-weight
A B C D Monkf i sh SFMA
Prior to
May 1, 2002 C and D Mul ti speci es NFMA Al Cear No trip limt
300 Ib tail-
wei ght, or 25% of
May 1, 2002 Cand D Mil ti speci es NFMVA Al Cear total weight of
fish on board,
whi chever is |ess
Prior to 300 I b tail-weight
May 1, 2002 Cand D Mul ti species SFVA Tr aw
300 Ib tail-
wei ght, or 25% of
May 1, 2002 C and D Mil ti speci es SFMVA Tr awl total weight of
fish on board,
whi chever is |ess
Prior to
May 1, 2002 C and D Mul ti species SFMA Non- Tr awl 50 I b tail-weight
50 I b tail-weight,
or 25% of total
May 1, 2002 Cand D Mil ti speci es SFMA Non- Tr awl wei ght of fish on
board, whi chever
is |less
SFMA Dr edge or
Prior to and net 300 I'b tail-weight
May 1, 2002 Cand D Scal | op NFVA exenption
SFMA Dr edge or
and net
May 1, 2002 C and D Scal | op NFMVA exenption 200 | b tail-weight
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*Dr edge gear

Mul ti speci es DAS

**Or the whol e-wei ght equi val ent

*** A = Limted access

Tabl e 3.

Monkfish trip limts for
when fishing under

is prohibited when fishing under

(tail

a DAS. Year

a monkfish or

wei ght x 3.32)

limted access vessel s
4 default

nmeasures are shaded. Open Access (Category E)

vessel s fishing under

a Multispecies or Scallop

DAS have the sanme trip limts as the
corresponding Limted Access vessels in Year 4.

Effective Date

Permt Category

Cear *

Trip Limt*

Novenber 8, 1999

A B, C D or
E

Large Mesh

(m ni mum regul at ed
mul ti speci es nmesh
si ze)

Up to 5% (whol e
or tail) of total
wei ght of fish on
board/trip

Novenber 8, 1999

A B C or E

Smal | Mesh

(Less than

regul at ed

mul ti speci es nmesh
si ze)

50 Ib/trip

Novenber 8, 1999

C, Dor E
vessels with

Ml ti species LA
permts that
are <30 feet

Al Cear

50 I b/trip

* These trip limts do not apply to dredge gear
are prohibited from possessing or

si nce vessel s

| andi ng nmonkfish unl ess

under a Scallop DAS while in possession of dredge gear.

Tabl e 4.

Monkfish trip limts for vessels (al

cat egories) not fishing under
Mul ti speci es DAS.
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3.3 Alternative to Maintain TAC Unchanged from Years 2 and 3

In Framework 1, the Councils considered maintaining the sane
OY and TACs specified in the FMP for Years 2 and 3 for one
addi tional year. These TACs were estimated in 1997 in the
FMP, and were consistent with the F criteria and rebuilding
strategy adopted by the Councils at that tinme. However, this
F criteria has since proven to be invalid and is not anended
by this action. Therefore, NMFS is not adopting this
alternative based on the scientific invalidity of the F
reference points used to calculate the TACs. The trip limt
options to achieve the target TAC in each managenent area are
described in the foll owi ng sections.

NFIVA SFVA TOTAL (QY)
5,673 nt 6,024 n 11,697 mt

Table 5. OY and Managenent Area TACs if
TACs for Years 2 and 3 are mmi ntai ned
for Year 4

3.3.1 NFMA Trip Limts

Two options to achieve the Year 2 and 3 target TACs for the
NFMA were considered by the Council in the devel opnment of
Framework 1. These options are identified as Scenarios 2a and
2b in Appendix I1.

Scenario 2a. Vessels fishing in the NFMA would retain
nmonkfish (tail weight) up to 50 percent of the total
wei ght of fish on board, or for permt Category A and C,
282 | b (tail weight, per DAS) and for permt Category B and
D, 272 Ib (tail weight, per DAS), whichever is greater.

Scenario 2b. Vessels fishing in the NFMA would retain
nmonkfish (tail weight) up to 25 percent of the total

wei ght of fish on board, or for permt Category A and C,
446 1 b (tail weight, per DAS) and for permt Category B and

D, 387 Ib (tail weight, per DAS), whichever is greater.

3.3.2 SFMA trip limt

Three options to achieve the Year 2 and 3 TACs for the SFMVA
were considered by the Councils in Franework 1, identified as
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Scenari os 4a, 4c and 4e in Appendix Il. The analysis of these
opti ons was based on the fishing patterns in FY2000.

Scenario 4a. Vessels fishing in the SFMA woul d be
al | ocat ed 40 nonkfish DAS. Vessels in Categories A and C
would have a trip limt of 309 |Ib (tail weight, per DAS),
whil e vessels in Categories B and D would have a trip limt of
267 | b (tail weight, per DAS).

Scenario 4c. For vessels fishing in the SFMA, vessels in
Categories A and C would retain the current trip limt of
1,500 I b (tail weight, per DAS) with an allocation of 10
nonkfish DAS, while vessels in Categories B and D would
retain the current trip limt of 1,000 Ib (tail weight,
per DAS) with an allocation of 13 DAS.

Scenario 4e. For vessels fishing in the SFMA, vessels in
Categories A and C would have a trip limt of 900 Ib

(tail wei ght, per DAS) with an allocation of 14 nonkfish
DAS, whil e vessels in Categories B and D woul d have a
trip limt of 600 Ib (tail weight, per DAS) with an

al l ocation of 19 DAS.

4.0 Affected Environnment
4.1 Biological

The monkfish resource in US waters is distributed fromthe
Gul f of Maine through Cape Hatteras. Data to definitively

di stinguish separate stock units of nonkfish are currently
unavailable. Differing recruitnment patterns conbined with | ow
m xi ng suggest the existence of two stock units. However,
simlar gromth and maturity patterns along with genetic
testing argue for a single stock unit. The stock assessnent
and managenent program consider the stock in two separate
assessnment units (northern and sout hern, separated al ong the

m ddl e axis of Georges Bank).

Reported | andi ngs (converted to live weight) have steadily

i ncreased from an annual average of 2,500 nmt in the 1970s to
8,700 nt in the 1980s and 23,000 mt in the 1990s. Biomass in
t he northern area has been bel ow the FMP bi omass t hreshol d

| evel since 1989 but was estimted by SAW34 to be close to
the threshold | evel in 2000. Bionass in the southern area has
been bel ow t he FMP bi onass threshold | evel since 1987. Size
distributions in fishery-independent surveys have becone
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truncated over tinme. |Indices of egg production have declined
by around 80% since the 1970s and the proportion of spawners
bel ow the age of full maturity has increased; however,
recruitment in the northern area has recently increased.

Total reported | andings (live weight) increased from sever al
hundred nmt in the early 1970s to 28,500 nt in 1997 and have
since remai ned high. Landings in 2000 declined substantially
in the south but increased noderately in the north. These

| andi ngs patterns are likely due to the fishery managenent
measures established in 2000. Landings in the early part of
the time series are thought to be under-reported. The accuracy
of | andi ngs data has inproved with nmandatory reporting

begi nning in 1994.

During 1998-2000, trawl s caught 54% of USA | andi ngs, scallop
dredges 17% and gill nets 29% Estimtes of discard rates
are 7-15% of the catch in the north and 6-22%in the south.

The data used in the SAW 34 stock assessnent included NEFSC
research survey catch per tow indices (nean nunbers and

wei ghts), an industry cooperative survey, research survey

| ength distributions, and comrercial fishery data from vessel
trip reports, dealer records and on-board fishery observers.
Mortality estimates were cal cul ated from catch-per-tow at -

| ength and catch-per-tow at-age indices frombottomtraw
surveys as well as catch-biomass ratios, yield per recruit
anal yses, surplus production nodeling and a swept-area
estimate of current bionmass. Mst reliance was put on age-
based met hods and the catch-biomss ratios fromthe
cooperative survey.

There is evidence of increased recruitnment in the northern
area during the 1990s (10-20 cmanimals). In the southern
area recruitment appears to have fluctuated w thout trend.

A cooperative industry survey conducted from February-Apri
2001 over the range of distribution collected substantial new
data appropriate to the assessnent of this stock. SAW 34
reported sonme of the inportant findings fromthe cooperative
survey to be:

* the size distribution of fish captured in the southern area
was very simlar to that observed in the NEFSC W nter survey
for 2001;

e growmth rates were simlar in northern and southern areas;
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e catchability of NEFSC wi nter survey gear was approxi mately
hal f that of the gear used to conduct the cooperative industry
survey;

* 9 incidences of cannibalismwere detected anong 2160

st omachs exam ned (0.429% ;

* nonkfish larger than about 70 cm were all females. The
maxi mum age for mal es caught was age 8 and for fenmal es age 10.

4.2 Description of the Fishery
4.2.1 Landi ngs

Since inplenmentation of the FMP on Novenber 8, 1999, all
nmonkfish permt hol ders have been required to report | andi ngs
on their vessel trip reports (VIR). All permtted dealers
have been required to submt dealer reports. Table 6 shows
prelimnary VIR nonthly and annual | andi ngs by managenent area
and gear type for Year 2 of the managenment plan (May 2000 -
April 2001, the first full year of managenment under the FMP).
Tabl e 6 al so shows nonthly and annual | andi ngs for the May-
April periods starting in May 1998. Since VIR data only
captures about 70 percent of the landings in the deal er
reports, these data have been prorated to equate to the sane
| evel of landings as reported by the deal ers.

Prelimnary Year 2 VIR | andings were 19,595 nt (43.2 mllion

I b), made up of 11,674 nt (25.7 mllion |Ib) in the NFMA and
7,921 mt (17.5 mllion Ib) in the SFMA, conpared to target
TACs of 5,673 nt and 6,024 nt, respectively. In the NFMA

| andi ngs were double the target TAC, while in the SFMA,

| andi ngs were about 31 percent over the TAC. Conpared to the
previ ous year, NFMA | andi ngs increased by approximately 1,800
nm, or 20 percent, while in the SFMA | andi ngs declined by
about 6,400 nt, or 45 percent. Total I|andings for the fishery
declined by approximately 4,400 m, or 18 percent.
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NORTHERN
OTTER TRAWL
GILLNET
HOOK
OTHER GEARS

SOUTHERN
OTTER TRAWL
GILLNET
HOOK
OTHER GEARS

ALL AREAS
OTTER TRAWL
GILLNET
HOOK
OTHER GEARS
ALL AREAS
FY 2000/2001
FY 1999/2000
FY 1998/1999

=

MAY

1000 Lbs
1,438
1,137

233
0
67

2,185
295
1,488

3,623
1,433
1,721
0

469

3,623
7,315
7,386

JUNE

1000 Lbs
2,044
1,351

606
0
87

1,890
262
1,134

494

3,935
1,613
1,740
0

581

3,935
6,405
6,039

delineation used for biological assessment.
Monkfish Stock Areas: Northern: 464-465, 467, 511-515, 521-522, 561-562
Southern: 525-526, 533-534, 537-539, 541-543, 611-639

os W

Landings in live weight.
State landings for 2000 have been updated and are complete.
State landings for Connecticut are estimated for the January 2001 - June 2001 period.
Gear data are based on vessel trip reports.

Fishing Year is May 1 through April 30.

JUuLY

1000 Lbs
2,033
1,125

816
0
92

864
211
217

0
437

2,897
1,336
1,033
0

528

2,897
3,208
4,008

AUG .

1000 Lbs
2,209
1,176

974
0
59

609
193
35
1
380

2,818
1,370
1,009
1

439

2,818
3,108
3,354

SEP.

1000 Lbs
2,141
1,396

713
0
32

717
492
33
0
192

2,858
1,888
746
0

224

2,858
2,586
3,605

OCT.

1000 Lbs
2,659
1,760

793
0
106

1,425

4,084
2,733
1,026
0

325

4,084
4,495
4,538

NOV.

1000 Lbs
2,202
1,196

914
0
91

3,005
1,736
1,077

191

5,206
2,932
1,991
0

283

5,206
4,923
6,367

DEC.

JAN.

1000 Lbs 1000 Lbs

2,092
1,272
736

0

83

1,984
618
1,046

319

4,076
1,890
1,783
0

403

4,076
4,438
5,208

26

2,382
2,057
276

0

48

1,584
682
760

0
142

3,966
2,740
1,036
0

190

3,966
3,345
3,807

The three digit statistical areas defined below are for statistical and management purposes and may not be consistent with stock area

FEB.

1000 Lbs
1,757
1,679

76
0
1

1,146
904

o]
102

2,903
2,583
216

0

104

2,903
4,592
5,170

MAR.

1000 Lbs
2,246
2,123

122
0
1

917
624
182

1
110

3,163
2,747
303

111

3,163
4,713
4,811

APR.

1000 Lbs
2,528
2,415

108
0
5

1,137
460
506

171

3,665
2,876
613

0

176

3,665
3,851
5,312

MAY 00 - APR 01

1000 Lbs
25,731
18,689

6,368
1
673

17,463
7,451
6,850

2
3,158

43,193
26,141
13,218
3
3,831

43,193
52,979
59,605

%
60%
43%
15%

0%
2%

40%
17%
16%
0%
7%

100%
61%
31%

0%
9%

2000/2001*

May00-Apr01
as a % of
Target TAC
206%
149%
51%
0%
5%

131%
56%
52%
0%
24%

167%
101%
51%
0%
15%

1999/2000*

Target May99-Apr00
TAC as a % of
1000 Lbs Target TAC
12,507 171%
133%
29%
0%
9%
13,281 238%
89%
115%
0%
33%
25,788 205%
111%

74%
0%
21%

Target
TAC

1000 Lbs
12,507

13,281

25,788



2001) nonkfish

Mont h.

Al so show ng

1998- 2000 (May- April)

Table 7 shows prelimnary | andings fromthe deal er
nont h and gear.

Tot al

Tabl e 6.

| andi ngs by Area,

nmont hl'y and t ot al

Fi shing year

(May 2000- Apri

Gear

and

| andi ngs

reports by
| andi ngs reported by deal ers were

19,521 m (43.0 million Ib). Dealer |andings are not reported
by area.
MONTH OITER SCALLCP G LLNET HOOK OTHER TOTAL
TRAWL DREDCE POUNDS
May
1, 438, 228 629, 404 1,541,113 1, 842 12,220 3, 622, 807
June
1, 704, 865 654, 365 1, 571, 566 1, 837 2,039 3,934, 672
July
1, 564, 079 525, 939 756, 006 21,435 29,133 2, 896, 592
August
1, 638, 776 447, 451 727, 096 3,553 1, 398 2,818, 274
Sept enber
1, 991, 201 247,007 606, 681 1, 058 12,416 2, 858, 363
Cct ober
2,841, 349 379, 438 852, 306 741 10, 099 4,083, 933
Novemnber
2,834,910 469, 278 1, 857, 604 17, 336 27, 244 5, 206, 372
Decenber
1, 999, 634 396, 137 1, 622, 451 22,195 35, 485 4,075, 902
January
2, 689, 604 217,611 985, 619 630 1,277 3,894,741
February
2, 468, 196 173, 236 259, 942 115 1,130 2,902, 619
Mar ch
2,586, 479 150, 930 337, 251 171 611 3,075, 442
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April
2,762,851 252, 314 629, 684 423 20, 340 3, 665, 612

Sum
(pounds) 26,520, 172 4,543,110 11, 747, 319 71, 336 153, 392 43, 035, 329

Table 7. Prelimnary nonkfish | andings (I b) from deal er
reports for fishing year 2000-2001

In the NFMA, | andings by gillnet gear increased by 90 percent,
while trawl s increased by 13 percent. Landi ngs by other gear
(prelimnary dredges) declined by 48 percent. In the SFMA,

| andi ngs by gillnet gear declined by 54 percent, while traw

| andi ngs fell 34 percent. O her gear landings in the SFMA
declined 30 percent. The percentage of |andings by gear in
each year and area is shown in Table 8.

Per cent Nort hern Fi shing Area Sout hern Fi shing Area
of Tot al

FY 1 FY 2 FY 1 FY 2
Trawl 78% 73% 37% 43%
G Il net 16% 25% 48% 39%
Ot her 6% 3% 15% 18%
(dredge)

Table 8. Percent of total nonkfish |andings by gear for
NMFA and SFMA in FY1 (May 1999-April 2000) and
FY2
(May 2000-April 2001)

Fi gure 3 bel ow shows nonthly | andi ngs based on deal er reports
for FY2000 for both areas conbined. As usual, FY2000 | andi ngs
peaked during the October-Decenmber period, when Asian denmand
for livers and European demand for nonkfish are highest. The
followng two figures (Figure 4 and Figure 5) show nonthly

| andi ngs by gear for each area based on the VIR reports. In
the NFMA, May 2000 was the nmonth with | owest |andings, while
April 2001 was the nmonth with highest |andings. |In contrast,
in the SFMA May 2000 was one of the nonths wi th highest
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| andi ngs, while April 2001 was one of the nonths with | owest.
The | arge difference between May 2000 and April 2001 in both
areas and the contrasting pattern between the NFMA and SFVA
suggests that seasonal patterns of the fishery were nmasked by
the effect of the transiton fromYear 1 to Year 2 regul ations,
when the trip limts were inposed in the SFMA,

Monkfish Landings (Dealer Reports) Fishing Year 2000-2001
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Figure 3. Monkfish Iandings by nonth (both areas

conbi ned)
Based on deal er reports for FY2000
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1,000 pounds

NFMA Monkfish Landings (VTR) Fishing Year 2000-2001
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Figure 4. NFMA Monkfish | andings (VIR) by nonth, FY2000
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SFMA Monkfish Landings (VTR) Fishing Year 2000-2001
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4.2.2 Trends in Commercial Landings and Revenues

Trends in Commercial Landi ngs and Revenues

The | andi ngs and revenue data in this section of the SAFE
Report are presented only for vessels that were issued a
federal nonkfish permt for FY2000. Federal permts for
nmonkfish did not exist prior to inplenmentation of the FMP on
Novenmber 8, 1999. However, in order to generate a consistent
time series of data across fishing years 1995-2000, | andings
and revenues were only queried for vessels that have permts
for the 2000 fishing year under the FMP. All data are | anded
wei ghts fromthe NMFS “deal er wei ghout database” (tails are
not converted to whole fish).

NOTE: Landings in this section are “landed weights”, that is,
wei ght of whole fish, tails and livers | anded. These wei ghts
are not converted to “live weights” and, thus, do not match

| andi ngs presented in other sections of this report.

Tabl e 8 reports nmonkfish | andings for the approxi mtely 2,600
vessel s issued a nonkfish permt (limted access and open
access) for the FY2000. Monkfish |andings and revenues
increased steadily and significantly during 1995-99, but
declined in FY2000. Overall, |andings (by |anded wei ght)
increased 41 percent and revenues increased 98 percent from
FY1995 to FY1999, and declined by 9.0 and 3.7 percent,
respectively in FY2000. |In conparison, |andings (when
converted to |live weight to correspond to the section above on
commerci al | andings) declined by 18 percent in FY2000,
reflecting a significant increase in the proportion of
nmonkfish | anded as whole fish rather than tails.

Fi shing Year Landi ngs Revenues
(May 1 — April 30) (1,000 Ibs. ($1, 000)
| anded wt.)

1995 17,759.3 23,435.6

1996 20, 004. 7 24,933. 4

1997 20, 686. 4 28,707.7

1998 23,201.8 33,337.6

1999 25,049.1 46, 421. 6

2000 22,693. 4 44,702. 4
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Table 8. Total Monkfish Landings (I anded wei ght) and
Revenue, 1995-2000, for vessels issued a
monkfi sh

permt during the 2000 fishing year

Table 9 presents | andi ngs of nonkfish for vessels issued a
monkfish permt for FY2000 by the home state indicated by the
vessel owner in the vessel permt application. Vessels
homeported in Massachusetts clearly dom nated nonkfish

| andi ngs in 1995-99,

averaging 10.5 mllion Ib,

vessel s from Rhode Island (3.5 mllion |b),

mllion Ib),

and Maine 2.2 mllion IDb).

I n FY2000,

foll owed by

New Jersey (2.7
| andi ngs

of vessels honeported in Massachusetts and New Jersey were

near

the previous five year

aver age,

whi | e Rhode | sl and

| andi ngs declined 43 percent and Mine | andings increased 64

percent.

about

| andi ngs in each of the past six years.

North Carolina | andings increased 600 percent
FY2000 conpared to the 1995-99 average.
Massachusetts have accounted for

in

Vessel s honeported in
hal f of the total

Thousands of Pounds of Monkfish
State
FY 1995 FY 1996 FY 1997 FY 1998 FY 1999 FY 2000
CT 0 0 0 0 8 0
MA 10, 649 9, 250 10, 006 11, 528 11, 399 10, 370
MD 178.5 521 349 282 314 107
ME 1, 820 1,934 2,091 1, 961 3,193 3,614
NC 0 434 439 335 343 2,168
NH 389 432 563 511 1, 037 1, 254
NJ 1,212 2,219 2,296 3,673 4,121 2,691
NY 191 495 647 777 541 367
RI 2,790 3, 968 3, 603 3, 445 3, 600 1, 996
VA 531 751 693 690 492 126
TOTAL 17, 761 20, 004 20, 687 23, 202 25, 048 22,693
Source: NMFS Statistics Ofice, deal er wei ghout database
Table 9. Total nonkfish | andings, 1995-2000, by vessels
i ssued nonkfish permts for fishing year 2000,
by

4.2.3 Vessel

homest ate (| anded wei ght)

i nfornmati on
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The nunber
Tabl e 10.
report

t hose t hat
(Type 3).

of vessels by permt category in FY2000 is shown in

This information is broken down into those that did
t hose that only

I n FY2000,

(nostly Category E)
and 777 (again,
| andi ngs of any speci es.
nonkfish permt
reported at

| andi ngs of any species (Type 1),
reported | andi ngs of species other than nonkfish (Type 2), and
reported | andi ng at

| east one pound of nonkfish

I n FY2000,
(i ncluding open access,
| east one pound of nonkfish | andings.

72 vessel s that

1,094 of the 2,596 permtted vessels

reported nmonkfish |andings on the VIR, while 725 vessels
reported | andi ngs of other
nostly Category E) vessels reported no

speci es only,

had no

Category E permts)

type (no | andi ngs,
only, nonkfish | andings)

Per mi t Vessel Type
Cat egori es
Tot al
A 4 1 6 11
B 8 1 23 32
C 11 8 314 333
D 36 20 282 338
E 718 695 469 1882
Tot al 777 725 1094 2596
NO PERM T N A N A 72 N A
Tabl e 10. Monkfish vessel permts by category and vessel

| andi ngs ot her than nonkfi sh

in FY 2000

The distribution of vessels with nonkfish permts in FY2000 by
| ength and by vessel type is presented in Table 11. Ninety
seven percent of vessels with nonkfish permts under 30 feet,
and 69 percent of vessels between 30 feet and | ess than 50

feet, landed no nonkfish. In the | arger vessel sizes, over
fifty feet, nore than 60 percent of the vessels |anded at
| east one pound of nonkfish in FY2000.
Vessel Vessel Type
Lengt h
Tot al
<30’ 195 123 11 329
330" & <50’ 433 467 404 1304
350' & <70’ 85 72 269 426
370" & <90’ 47 49 354 447
390" 17 17 56 90
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Table 11. Distribution of vessels with nonkfish permts

by | ength and vessel type (no | andings, |andings
ot her than nonkfish only, nonkfish [andings) in
FY 2000

Monkfish | andi ngs and revenues, and the percent of total

| andi ngs and revenues for those vessels, are reported in

Tabl es 12 and 13 based on vessels’ nonkfish pernmt category in
t he FY2000. As expected, Category A and B vessels are the
nost dependent on nonkfish | andings and revenues since those
vessel s, by definition, do not have either a scallop or

Nort heast nultispecies |Iimted access permt. On average
during the 1995-1999 period, Category A vessels depended on
nmonkfish | andi ngs and revenues for nore than 60 percent of
their total |andings and about 70 percent of their total
revenues, but with the inplenentation of effort controls (DAS
and trip limts) in FY2000, the dependence declined to 39.7
percent (Il andings) and 55 percent (revenues).

I n contrast, Category B vessels experienced an increased
dependence on nonkfish | andi ngs and revenues in FY2000, rising
from an average of 16.8 percent of their total |andings and 31
percent of their total revenues during the 1995-1999 peri od,
to 32 (landings) and 54 percent (revenues) in FY2000.

Category B vessels had a | ower qualification criteria than
Category A (24,900 I b of whole fish versus 166,000 | b from
February 28, 1991 through February 28, 1995) and includes al
vessel s | ess than 51 GRT.

From FY1999 to FY2000, vessels in all permt categories
experienced an average decline in the dependence on nonkfish

| andi ngs and revenues. On a percentage basis, Category A
vessel s had the | argest drop in the nmonkfish percentage of
total landings. |In ternms of the reduction in dependence on
nmonkfi sh revenues as a percentage of total revenues, Category
A and B vessels had a nuch | arger decline than Category C and
D vessels (vessels that hold Northeast nultispecies or scallop
permts). Vessels with Category E permts (incidental catch)
have not been dependent on nmonkfish for a significant portion
of their |andings or revenues. Between FY1995 and FY2000,

| ess than one percent of |andings and | ess than two percent of
revenues for Category E (open access) vessels canme from
nmonkf i sh.
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Vessel Length 1, 000 pounds, | anded wei ght
Cat egory

FY 1995 | FYy 1996 | Fy 1997 | Fy 1998 | FY 1999 | FY 2000
0-29 Feet 60. 3 41.9 5.8 33. 4 38. 4 62. 0
% of Total 0-29 11. 2% 9. 0% 1. 2% 4. 4% 6. 3% 7. 09
Landi ngs
30- 49 Feet 4,904.6] 5,982.9] 5,895.2] 7,950.6] 9,899.5] 9,235.5
% of Total 30-49 8. 5% 10. 49 10. 8% 13. 4% 18. 9% 17. 29
Landi ngs
50-69 Feet 2,898.3] 3,952.7] 3,303.5| 4,064.3] 4,363.1] 4,990.7
% of Total 50-69 3. 7% 4. 89 3. 1% 4. 89 5. 394 6. 09
Landi ngs
70-89 Feet 7,803.8] 8,384.8] 9,762.9 9,359 9,320.8] 7,392.2
% of Total 70-89 4. 6% 4. 89 4. 14 4. 29 4. 9% 3. 89
Landi ngs
00+ Feet 2,092.3] 1,642.4 1,719] 1,794.4| 1,418.3] 1,013.1
% of Total 90+ 2. 4% 1. 4% 1. 3% 1. 1% 1. 6% 0. 89
Landi ngs
Source: NMFS Statistics Ofice, deal er wei ghout database\

Tabl e 12. Monkfish Landi ngs, 1995-2000, as a Percentage
of Total Landi ngs by Vessel Length for Vessels
| ssued a Monkfish Permit During FY2000
$1, 000, nominal (not discounted)

Vessel Length
Cat egory

Fy 1995 | Fy 1996 | FY 1997 | Fy 1998 | FY 1999 | FY 2000
0-29 Feet 60 43.2 13.2 45. 3 76.2 98.0
% of Total 0-29 8. 3% 8. 1% 1. 7% 5. 19 8. 19 9. 59
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Revenues

30- 49 Feet 5,248. 3 6, 153. 4 6, 510. 4 9,348.1] 15,829.7] 16,104.3
% of Total 30-49 139 15. 1% 15. 1% 20. 49 29. 69 29. 99
Revenues

50- 69 Feet 3,797.1 4,679.5 4,417.8 5,744.1 8,337.9 9,944.1
% of Total 50-69 7. 6% 8. 7% 7. 7% 10. 59 139 13. 99
Revenues

70- 89 Feet 11,168.2| 11,671.2] 14,956.2] 15,215.2| 19,103.8] 15,927.9
% of Total 70-89 7. 8% 7. 5% 9. 1% 9. 39 9. 59 7.19
Revenues

90+ Feet 3,162 2,386.1 2,810.2 2,984.9 3,074 2,628.1
% of Total 90+ 6. 1% 4. 19% 5% 5.79 5. 39 4.19
Revenues

Source: NMFS Statistics Ofice, deal er wei ghout database

Tabl e 13. Monkfish Revenues, 1995-2000, as a Percentage
of Tot al Revenues by Vessel Length for Vessels
| ssued a Monkfish Permt During the FY2000

4.3 Fishing Communities

The communities nost likely to be directly affected by the

al ternatives under consideration in this emergency action are
defined as Primary or Secondary nonkfish communities in the
Monkfish SAFE report. Primary conmunities are defined as

t hose averaging nmore than $1 mllion in nmonkfish revenue from
1994-1997. Secondary communities are defined as those that
averaged nore than $50,000 in nonkfish revenues from 1994-
1997.

Based on the information presented in the Monkfish SAFE report
and the likely distribution of the inpacts of the energency
action and alternatives considered, the followi ng primry and
secondary community groups have been identified as
“communities of interest”.

Primary Community Groups
Portl and, ME

Bost on, MA

G oucester, MA

New Bedford, MA

Long Beach/ Barnegat Light, NJ
Poi nt Judith, RI

Secondary Community G oups
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Rockl and, ME

Port Clyde, ME
South Bristol, M
Ccean City, M
Chat ham MA

Provi ncet own, MA
Scituate, MA

Pl ymout h, MA

West port, MA

Port smout h, NH
Poi nt Pl easant, NJ
Cape May, NJ
Greenport, NY

Mont auk, NY
Hanpt on Bays, NY
Newport, RI
Hanpt on, VA

Newport News, VA

The distribution of nonkfish permt holders by homeport and
nmonkfish permt category for the six primary, 18 secondary,
and “other” nonkfish ports is presented in Table 14. The
tabl e includes FY2000 data as well as data for the current
year as of Septenber 30. O the 2,596 nonkfish permts issued
in FY2000, 714 (28% listed one of six primary nonkfish ports
as their home port, while 452 (17% |isted one of the
secondary ports. The remaining 55 percent |isted one of the
ot her ports as honmeports. Overall, 72 percent of the permts
(1,863 permts) were Category E, open access permts. O the
733 limted access nonkfish permts (Categories A, B, C, and
D, conbined), 50 percent were issued to vessels honmeported in
one of the primary ports, 18 percent to vessels in one of the
secondary ports, and the remaining 32 percent to vessels in
ot her ports. Category E permts conprised 49 percent of the
total permts in the primary ports, 71 percent in the
secondary ports and 83 percent in the other ports.
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FY 2000 by Category

FY 2001 by Category

HOMEPORT
A B C D E TOTAL A B C D E TOTAL
PRIMARY PORTS 4 16 195 151 348 714 2 14 193 147 340 696
PORTLAND ME 0 1 10 16 17 44 0 1 10 12 19 42
BOSTON MA 1 2 46 47 137, 233 0 1 42 46 127 216
GLOUCESTER MA 0 0 18 34 104 156 0 0 17 33 102 152
NEW BEDFORD MA 1 0 93 30 41 165 0 0 97 29 43 169
BARNEGATE LIGHT  NJ 1 13 9 11 17 5] 1 12 8 15 15 51
POINT JUDITH RI 1 0 19 13 32 65) 1 0 19 12 34 66
SECONDARY PORTS 0 6 55 69 322 452 1 7 57 68 313 446
ROCKLAND ME 0 1 1 0 5 7| 0 1 1 0 8 10
PORT CLYDE ME 0 0 3 3 5 11 0 0 5 3 4 12
SOUTH BRISTOL ME 0 0 2 2 5 9 0 0 2 2 5 9
OCEAN CITY MD 0 0 0 0 11 11 0 0 0 0 13 13
CHATHAM MA 0 0 0 11 47 58] 0 0 0 11 37 48
PROVINCETOWN MA 0 0 0 5 11 16 0 0 0 6 10 16
SCITUATE MA 0 0 3 7 27 37 0 0 2 8 25 35
PLYMOUTH MA 0 1 0 1 13 15 0 1 1 1 14 17
WESTPORT MA 0 0 1 5 13 19 0 0 1 5 15 21
PORTSMOUTH NH 0 0 4 14 17 35 0 0 4 12 15 31
POINT PLEASANT NJ 0 3 2 1 22 28] 1 3 2 1 22 29
CAPE MAY NJ 0 0 19 5 49 73 0 0 17 6 53 76
GREENPORT NY 0 0 1 1 4 6 0 0 1 0 4 5
MONTAUK NY 0 0 3 5 65 73 0 0 3 5 61 69
HAMPTON BAY NY 0 1 1 1 5 8 0 1 1 1 4 7
NEWPORT RI 0 0 2 5 13 20 0 1 2 5 12 20
HAMPTON VA 0 0 4 0 3 7| 0 0 4 0 4 8
NEWPORT NEWS VA 0 0 9 3 7 19 0 0 11 2 7 20
OTHER NORTHEAST AND NON-
NORTHEAST HOMEPORTS 8 10 91 128 1,193 1,430 7 7 84 115 1,153 1,366
TOTAL 12 32 341 348 1,863 2,596 10 28 334 330 1,806 2,508
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Table 14. Monkfish permts by port, FY 2000 and 2001
(current year), show ng primary, secondary
and ot her ports.

5.0 Environnental Inpacts of the Alternatives

5.1 Biological Inpacts

The MMC net on Septenber 6, 2001 and reviewed | andi ngs and
NEFSC survey data through spring 2001. The MMC did not
attenmpt to interpret the data beyond making a few general
observati ons because it expected that these data and ot her
rel evant information would be fully analyzed in the context of
the stock assessnment schedul ed for January, 2002. The

rati onal e contained herein, therefore, contains information
provi ded by the MMC (prior to the availability of the SAW,

i nformation provided by the SAW and updates to trawl survey
data subsequent to the SAW All of these sources of

i nformation support the Council’s recommended alternative,
which is being inplenmented through this emergency action.

As noted, the TACs for nonkfish were set in the FMP using F
reference points and estimtes of contenporaneous fishing
nortality from SARC 23 (1997). The reference points and
mortality rates were estimted using an equilibrium method
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(Beverton-Holt |ength-frequency method) which depends on
assunptions of constant recruitnment and nortality,
representative sanpling of the length conposition of the
expl oi t abl e popul ati on, and an accurate estimte of nmaxi mum
fish length. The | ength-based nethod was used for nonkfish
because there were no age data available at the tine.
However, the assunptions of the nmethod probably are viol ated,
especially with respect to constant recruitnment and
representative sanpling of the |length conposition.

Fishing nortality reference points and estimtes of

cont enpor aneous F were recal cul ated during SAW 31 (October
2000) using updated data and different hypotheses, which were
considered to be nore reasonable, regarding the nmean | ength at
full selection to the fishing gear (survey or conmmercial).
However, this resulted in negative estimtes of Fiyeshoiqg fOr the
NFMA, indicating that the F reference points currently in the
FMP are not reliable indicators of stock status, with respect
to exploitation rates.

The MMC noted that even though the TACs in Year 2 were
exceeded, and no new neasures were inplenented in Year 3, the
overall decline in landings in Year 2 coupled with increased
or stable survey indices for 2000-2001 suggest that the stocks
may have increased (NFMA) or stabilized (SFMA) in recent
years. A plot of relative exploitation ratios
(l'andi ngs/ survey biomass) for fishing years from 1995-2000,
Figure 6, shows a significant decline in 2000. Wile this
information is not conclusive, it provides sone additional
evidence to support this energency action, since the direction
of the trend in both areas for 2000 is what woul d be expected
i f the managenent program were having its intended effect.

The MMC al so commented that the default nmeasures may be overly
restrictive, resulting in unnecessary econom c and soci al

i npacts, especially for vessels with limted ability to fish
for other species. The MMC agreed that it would not recomend
the no-action alternative that allows the default nmeasures to
take effect. The MMC al so agreed at its Septenber 2001
meeting that it had little basis on which to devel op
adjustnments to the current plan. Results fromthe npbst recent
stock assessnment (SAW 31) were insufficient to provide a
technical basis for designing new nmeasures or re-estimating
TACs. The group felt that the TACs in the FMP for FY2002 are
i nadequat e neasures of fishery performance relative to the
managenent objectives. The FMP includes target TAC |l evels
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projected to be consistent with the fishing nortality

obj ectives of the FMP. The planned reductions in the target
TACs were based on achieving the Fipeshoig 1N the fourth year of
managenent. \When the F thresholds were found to be invalid by
SAW 31, the TACs al so becane invalid.

Goosefish Relative Exploitation Index
Landings/Fall Survey Index kg/tow (>43 cm)
25.0 160.0
==l = NORTH + 140.0
20.0 T Jlk
=—&— SOUTH 41200
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Figure 6. Relative exploitation index for fishing years
1995- 2000 for NFMA and SFMA

A new assessnment (SAW 34) was presented in January, 2002,

i ncorporating data from an i ndustry-based nonkfish survey
conducted by NMFS using commercial vessels. This survey

provi ded a wealth of new information and all owed a nore

conpl ete assessnment of the nonkfish resource than had been
previously possible. Since the assessnent information was not
avail abl e during the devel opnent of Framework 1, the MMC had
no basis for reconmmendi ng action to change the plan when the
new i nformati on could require another adjustnent (either up or
down) within a few nonths. The Councils considered the
information from SAW 34 along with 2001 autumm survey data and
cal cul ati ons of FY2000 exploitation rates prior to making
their final decision on Framework 1. The FMP authorizes the
Councils to revise the F criteria through franework action. Because

the results of SAW34 were not available until late January 2002,

when the Councils approved Framework 1, it was too late to include a
revision to the F criteria in that franmework.
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SAW 34 investigated several nethods for assessing stock status
and provi ded suggestions for inproved biol ogical reference

poi nts based on yield per recruit analyses. The SARC
recommended that Fiyesnoa b set at F=0.2, and F, 4 be set at
Fo 1=0.14 for both managenent areas. The SAWdi d not conduct
any short-term projections that would serve as a basis for
setting TACs under the recomended Fiy eshoiq; hOwever the
assessnment provided estinmates of exploitable biomss during
2000 under a range of assunptions concerning net efficiency
and effective tow distance in the industry-based survey.

These resulted in a range of F estimates for cal endar year
2000 depending on the method of cal culation of F (using

| andi ngs and expl oi tabl e bi onmass or | andi ngs plus discard and
total biomass) and assunptions regarding tow di stance and
relative net efficiency. Wthin the range of estimtes, SAW
34 attached the nobst significance to those estinmates derived
fromthe recent cooperative industry survey. The nost
probabl e estimtes of F derived fromthe approach ranged from
about 0.25 to about O.4.

The F estimtes are for cal endar year 2000, which included
only 7 nonths of the FMP Year 2 restrictions (effective My
2000) on nonkfish DAS, trip limts and m nimum | andi ng size in
the SFMA. During 1998 and 1999, 30-37% of the annual | andi ngs
fromthe SFMA were nmade during the period Jan-April, thus to
the extent that |andings reflect effort, roughly a third of
annual effort probably was expended in 2000 before DAS, trip
limts and size restrictions were inplenmented. This suggests
that even without further restrictions, fishing nortality
estimtes for cal endar year 2001 will be |lower than the F for
cal endar year 2000 since the Years 2 and 3 restrictions were
in force for all of 2001.

Prelimnary data fromthe NWMFS fall survey for 2001 further
supports this enmergency action. These data, which were not
avai l able prior to the MMC report and initial Council neeting
on Framework 1, show positive results for both nanagenent
areas. In both stock areas, the reference points (i.e.,

bi omass threshol d) used to determ ne whether the stock is
overfished are based on the three year running average of

NMFS/ NEFSC resource survey indices. In the SFMA although the
3-year running average of the index (0.50 kg/tow) remins
bel ow the threshold (0.75 kg/tow), the 2001 index rose for the
third consecutive year, to the highest |level since 1986 (to
0.708 kg/tow). In the NFMA, while the 2001 index fell from
the prior year, the 3-year average (1.79 kg/tow) noved above
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the threshold (1.46 kg/tow), indicating that the northern
stock is no | onger overfished.

Al t hough the no action and non-preferred alternatives would
constrain effort below current levels, it is likely that under
either of those alternatives the overall reductions in
nortality woul d be offset substantially by increased discard
nortality of nonkfish caught incidental to other fishing
activities. Since this energency action is tenporary, |lasting
180 days with the possibility of an additional 180-day

ext ension, the biological inpact of any of the three

alternatives is not likely to be significant since al
alternatives constrain effort to current |levels or lower. The
Council will address the long-termrebuilding programin

Amendnment 2 currently in devel opnent and schedul ed for
i npl ementation by the start of the 2003 fishing year.

5.2 Econom c | npacts

The follow ng econoni c anal ysis conducted for Framework 1 was
perfornmed for vessels that held a valid nonkfish permt in
FY2000 and that participated in the nonkfish fishery. A total
of five scenarios were analyzed; two from each of the
preferred and non-preferred OY options and one for the no
action alternative. However, only the three scenarios related
to this energency action (Tables 7, 8, and 9) are analyzed
here; the enmergency action, the non-preferred alternative, and
the no action alternative. The trip limt nodel estinmates the
following: (1) Net returns for the no-action alternative
(Year 4 default measures), and (2) net returns for FY2000 as
if all vessels were operating under the court-ordered trip
l[imts. The nodel does not account for changes in nonkfish
DAS. Wth this limtation the nodel will tend to
underestimate the inpacts of DAS reductions. 1In general,
options containing higher DAS allocations with simlar trip
limts may be assuned to be | ess burdensonme than options with
| ower DAS allocations even though the estimted inpacts (nodel
results) will be simlar.

The baseline is sinmulated in each case for fishing years 1998,
1999, and 2000. Therefore, the nunber of observations for
each cell does not represent unique vessels. This three-year
period was used for several reasons. First, gillnets were
constrained in FY2002 in some scenarios to |levels below their
current allowable Ilimt and bel ow any of the proposed limts,
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and in some cases to |evels above FY2000 | evels. Using pre-
FMP data all owed the nodel to use a tine period when they were
unconstrai ned, allow ng for sone prediction of vessel behavior
under a range of trip limts. Second, using three years
accounts for inter-annual variability in the analysis of
activity at the vessel level. At an industry-|level analysis
there tends to be nuch less inter-annual variability in
activity.

The nodel cal cul ated the percent reduction in net inconme (that
i's, gross revenues |ess operating costs), summarized by permt
category (categories A and B were conbined due to small sanple
size), vessel length, honeport state (as reported in FY2000
permt application), and gear (defined as gear used for

maj ority of nonkfish income). These results are reported at
the 10th, 25th, 50th, 75th, and 90th percentile in ranking of
the relative reduction in total net income (fromall species).
The percentiles of the distribution of inpacts are reported to
reflect the fact that econom c inpacts tend to be skewed
(sonmetinmes greatly so) such that reported averages or simlar
measures of central tendency may not adequately reflect the
full range of potential effects.

In the foll owi ng tables and di scussion, the percentages in
each cell represent loss in net incone (fromall fishing), and
a zero in any cell equates to full restoration of net inconme
to FY2000 |l evels for that percentile of the observations.

Full restoration of net inconme could be due to the way the
specific alternative being analyzed affects the vessels
relative to the no action alternative, or it could be because
sone vessels are not affected by the Year 4 defaults. |If
vessel s are not inpacted by the Year 4 defaults, observations
woul d appear as zeros since even under the no action
alternative, since there is no |oss of net incone to that
percentil e of vessels.

This emergency action would result in loss of income from
fishing year 2000 | evels for several vessel types. However
these | osses are |lower than the |l osses that would result from
i npl ement ati on of either the non-preferred or no action
alternative. Under the energency action, approximtely 10
percent of vessels less than 50 ft (15.24 m in |length would
experience a 3.4-percent or greater reduction (Table 15).
However, 10 percent of these vessels would experience a 12.4-
percent or greater reduction in income under the non-preferred
alternative (Table 16), and a 54.6-percent or greater |l0oss in
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i ncome under the no action alternative (Table 17). The incone
of vessels in other size categories would either not be
affected by inplenmentation of this emergency action, or would
be reduced by less than 1 percent. Conversely, 10 percent of
vessel s greater than or equal to 50 ft (15.24 m in length
woul d experience sonme incone |oss under the non-preferred and
no action alternatives. For exanple, vessels between 50 and
70 feet (21.34 m in length would experience an income |oss of
1.5 percent or greater under the non-preferred alternative,
and a 10. 2-percent or greater loss in incone under the no
action alternative.

Vessels that fish for nmonkfish but that are not eligible for
limted access permts to fish for northeast nultispecies or
sea scall ops (Category A and B permts) would be the vessels
nost severely inpacted by the no action alternative. These
vessel s do not have the option of fishing under a northeast
mul ti species or scallop DAS. Under this alternative, 10
percent of these vessels would | ose 100 percent of their net
income fromfishing. However, 10 percent of vessels in these
categories would likely not be affected at all, because their
| andi ngs during the 2000 fishing year were at or bel ow the
incidental catch |evels allowed under the no action
alternative. Inpacts to these vessels would be substantially
| ess under either the energency action or non-preferred
alternative. Under the energency action, 10 percent of these
vessel s woul d experience no incone |oss, but 50 percent would
experience an incone |loss of 3.1 percent or greater. Under
the non-preferred alternative, 10 percent of these vessels
woul d experience no incone |oss, but 50 percent would
experience an incone |loss of 9.9 percent or greater.

Under any of the three alternatives, vessels that hold limted
access permts for either nmultispecies or scallops in addition
to nonkfish (Category C and D) would be the |east inpacted of
all vessels holding limted access nonkfish permts. Under

t he emergency action, Category C vessels have a higher
possession limt than Category D vessels. Ten percent of
Category C vessels woul d experience a 0.8-percent or greater
reduction in incone, and 10 percent of Category D vessels
woul d experience a 2.9-percent or greater reduction in incone.
Under the non-preferred alternative, Category C vessels al so
have a higher trip limt than Category D vessels. Category C
vessel s woul d experience a 3.7-percent or greater |loss in
income, while Category D vessels woul d experience a 5. 9-
percent or greater loss in incone. Finally, the no action
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alternative would result in 10 percent of Category C vessels
having a 25.8-percent loss in incone, while Category D vessels
woul d experience a 43.3-percent | oss in incone.

Vessel s honeported in New Jersey and Del aware (conbi ned) woul d
be the vessels nost affected under all three alternatives.
Under the no action alternative, 10 percent of these vessels
woul d experience a 72-percent or greater loss in inconme, while
10 percent of these vessels would experience a 12.5-percent or
greater loss in income under the non-preferred alternative.
Under the energency action, 10 percent of the vessels
homeported in New Jersey and Del aware woul d experience only a
2.1-percent or greater loss in incone. The |east affected
honeport states would be Virgnia and Maryl and (conbi ned) and
North Carolina where fewer than 10 percent or |ess of the
vessel s woul d experience any reduction in net incone.

When viewed by gear type, gillnet vessels would be nobst
negatively inpacted by the no action alternative. Ten percent
of gillnet vessels would experience a reduction in net inconme
of 75.3 percent or nore. However, 25 percent of gill net
vessel s woul d have a reduction of 8 5 percent or nore, and
hal f of the vessels would not be inpacted. Fewer than ten
percent of dredge and hook vessels would be affected by the no
action alternative, while 10 percent of traw vessels (that
hold a nonkfish Iimted access permt and | anded nonkfi sh)
woul d have a reduction in income of 9.5 percent or nore.

G llnet vessels would be the only gear type inpacted by the
enmergency action and non-preferred alternative. Under the
non-preferred alternative, 10 percent of gillnet vessels would
experience a 10.7 percent or greater reduction in incone.

Under the energency action, these vessels would experience
only a 2.8 percent or greater reduction in incone.
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| engt h 10t h P5t h 50t h 75t h DOt h
Percentil e Percentil e Percentile Per centi | e Percentile

< 50 (n = 1268) -3. 49 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
b0 to < 70 (n = 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
/0 to < 90 (n = -0. 39 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
b= 90 (n = 167) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Permt Categories
A & B (n = 78) 0. 09 0. 09 -3.19 -2.39 0. 09
C (n = 960) -0. 89 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
D (n = 881) -2.99 -0.19 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
E (n = 1418) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Hone Port State
MA (n = 1460) -0. 29 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
VE (n = 319) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NC (n = 180) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NH (n = 148) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NJ & DE (n = 361) -2.19 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NY & CT (n = 346) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
R (n = 256) -1.59 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
VA & MD (n = 267) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
[Gear G oups
Dredge (n = 518) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
G|l net (n = 1022) -2.89 -0.79 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Hook (n = 87) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
frawl (n = 1710) -0. 19 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09

Tabl e 15. Estimated reductions in income from FY2000
| evel s resulting fromthe enmergency action
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| engt h 10t h P5t h 50t h 75t h DOt h
Percentil e Percentil e Percentile Per centi |l e Percentil e

£ 50 (n = 1268) -12. 49 -0. 49 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
b0 to < 70 (n = -1.59 -0. 19 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
70 to < 90 (n = -0. 39 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
b= 90 (n = 167) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Perm t Categories
A & B (n = 78) 0. 09 -1.79 -9.99 -16. 29 0. 09
C (n = 960) -3.7Y9 -0. 29 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
D (n = 881) -5.99 -0. 89 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
F (n = 1418) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Hone Port State
MA (n = 1460) -1. 89 -0. 19 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
VE (n = 319) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NC (n = 180) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NH (n = 148) -4.19 -0. 49 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NJ & DE (n = 361) -12. 59 -0. 69 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NY & CT (n = 346) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Rl (n = 256) -1. 69 -0. 39 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
VA & MD (n = 267) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
[Gear G oups
Dredge (n = 518) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
5311 net (n = 1022) -10. 79 -2.69 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Hook (n = 87) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
frawl (n = 1710) -0. 49 -0. 19 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09

Table 16. Estimated reductions to income from FY2000

| evel s resulting fromthe non-preferred
alternative
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| engt h 10t h 25t h 50t h 75t h 00t h
Percentile |Percentile [Percentile [Percentile [Percentile
< 50 (n = 1268) -54. 69 - 3. 89 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
b0 to < 70 (n = - 10. 29 -1. 19 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
70 to < 90 (n = -5.79 -0. 3¢9 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
b= 90 (n = 167) -1. 69 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Perm t Categories
A & B (n = 78) -100. 09 -97. 59 -59. 89 -21. 09 0. 09
C (n = 960) - 25. 89 -2.69 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
D (n = 881) -43. 39 -5.79 -0. 49 0. 09 0. 09
E (n = 1418) -0.79 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Hone Port State
MA (n = 1460) -19.79 -2.89 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
VE (n = 319) -12. 89 -2.49 -0. 39 0. 09 0. 09
NC (n = 180) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NH (n = 148) -18. 09 -1. 69 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
NJ & DE (n = 361) -72.09 -0.79 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
\NY & CT (n = 346) -6. 59 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
R (n = 256) -13. 89 -1. 89 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
VA & MD (n = 267) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
[Gear G oups
Dredge (n = 518) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
G 11 net (n = 1022) - 75. 39 -8.59 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
Hook (n = 87) 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09
rawl (n = 1710) -9. 59 -1.59 0. 09 0. 09 0. 09

Table 17. Estimated reductions to income from FY 2000
| evel s resulting fromthe no action alternative
(Year 4 default measures)

5.3 Social Inpacts of the Alternatives

A decription of the affected human envi ronnent (nonkfish
fishermen and fishing communities) is presented in the
Monkfish FMP and in Section 4.0 of this EA. A full discussion
of the social inpacts resulting fromthis emergency action,
the non-preferred alternative, and the no action alternative
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were presented in Section 5.3 of the EA for Framework 1.
These i npacts are summari zed bel ow.

5.3.1 Communities of interest

The fishing communities inpacted by this emergency action are
di scussed in Section 4.5 of this EA. \While these conmmunities
have been identified as communities of particular interest in
this emergency action, it is still inportant to consider the
i npacts of these energency neasures across all communities.
Soci al inpacts can be defined as the changes that a fisheries
managenent action may create in people’s way of life (how they
live, work, play, and interact), people’s cultural traditions
(shared beliefs, customs, and val ues), and people’s comunity
(popul ation structure, cohesion, stability, and character).
As such, social inpacts may result from changes in
flexibility, opportunity, stability, certainty, safety, and
ot her factors that are not specific to any comunity, but
oftentinmes to any individual or entity experiencing changes
resulting froma fishing regul ati on.

It is possible that the social inpacts of sone of the neasures
considered will not be experienced solely by one comunity
group or another. Rather, it is likely that sone inpacts wll
be experienced across communities and gear sectors.

5.3.2 Inpacts of Measures Consi dered

This section provides a discussion of the social inpacts that
are nost likely to result fromtrip limts and DAS reducti ons,
two of the managenent neasures that formthe basis for the
alternatives considered in this enmergency action. The details
of the alternatives are discussed in subsequent sections of
this assessnment.

Trip Limts

In general, trip limts can affect the structure of a fishery.
If the trip limt is set very low, the inshore sector of the
fl eet can sonetinmes manage to fish economcally, while the

of fshore sector of the fleet cannot cover trip expenses. This
can change the structure of financial rewards generated in the
fishery and can ultimately change the short-term and | ong-term
structure of the fishery itself. Fi shernmen’s views on trip
[imts are usually based on what the limt will do to their
income, not that a trip limt itself holds sone socially or
culturally undesirable characteristic. Trip limts are an
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i mportant conponent of the enmergency nmmnagenent nmeasures, as
they constitute the main tool used to manage effort in the
fishery. Mst of the negative social inpacts result from
attitudes that form when fishernmen are forced to discard their
catch as a result of the trip limt.

Days- At - Sea Reducti ons

The inmpacts of reductions in DAS avail able to vessels for
nmonkfish fishing can be significant, depending on the anpunt
of allocated DAS that vessels use. The higher the percentage
of allocated DAS usage, the nore significant the inpact of
reduci ng DAS. Social inpacts of DAS reductions tend to be
nore far-reaching and long-termin nature than other
managenent nmeasures like trip limts. Most inpacts result
fromdirect reductions in nonkfish fishing opportunities and
revenues for vessels that are nost active in the fishery.
Reductions in opportunities also relate to reductions in
vessel s’ flexibility and can have direct inpacts on fishing
activity within a port, thereby inpacting the shoreside
facilities that are dependent on the affected vessels.

Ot her indirect inpacts of DAS reductions manifest thensel ves
in the formof reduced certainty and stability in the fishery
and/ or community, increased concerns about safety, problens
finding and keeping crew, and overall increases in stress and
reductions in feelings of job satisfaction. |Indirect negative
soci al inpacts resulting from DAS reductions relate to
adaptati ons that vessels nake to conpensate for reduced
opportunity and reduce income, which can oftentinmes increase
their risk-taking and conprom se their safety at sea. As
income is reduced, sonme fishermen will try to mnimze their
operating costs in order to stay viable, sonetines reducing or
elimnating crew, especially on smaller vessels. Myre owners
of smaller vessels could be forced to fish alone for sone or
all of the year. Vessels may also try to maxinize their
remai ni ng DAS by fishing during the winter when prices are
usually better. Wnter weather is nore extrene and | ess

predi ctabl e, increasing dangers that fishernmen may encounter

I n addition, the disproportionate inpacts of DAS reductions
can create perceptions of inequity, which often exacerbate
soci al inpacts occurring in fishing communities. The
groundfish fishery is an exanple of perceptions of inequity
relative to the disproportionate inpacts of DAS reductions.
Some people think that DAS all ocations fromthe Miltispecies
FMP Amendnents 5 and 7 were unfair and created inequities and
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t ensi ons between sectors involved in the fishery. Those who
switched fromgroundfish to other fisheries with the decline
of the groundfish stocks feel that they were punished by not
receiving their true historical allocation of DAS. Sone
fishermen view DAS al |l ocations as unfair because those who
depend nost on the fishery were inpacted the greatest, while
ot hers who never depended on the fishery were allowed to
potentially increase their effort eighty-eight fold (88 Fleet
DAS were all ocated to any vessel that could prove one pound of
groundfish | andings). Many fishernmen feel that they have
sacrificed nore than their share to rebuild the resource and
are concerned about their future ability to realize the
benefits of their sacrifices. Five years later, the fishery
is facing proposals to reduce DAS allocations by another 30%
and 37% Simlar to Amendnents 5 and 7, this neasure wl|
again significantly affect those who are nost active in and
dependent on the mnultispecies fishery.

One concern about the long-terminpacts of DAS reductions is
t hat once all ocated DAS are reduced, the DAS that are
elimnated fromthe fishery will never be returned to the
vessels. Vhether or not this is the case cannot be predicted
at this time, but it should be noted as a serious concern
relative to |l ong-term social and community inpacts of DAS
reductions. Also, as noted in the report fromthe soci al

i npact informational meetings, many communities are | osing
much of their shoreside support infrastructure. Sone
conmmuni ties throughout the regi on have experienced | osses of
cutting houses, ice facilities, processing facilities, and
ot her inportant services. While these |osses may be due in
part to external factors (healthy econony, shift towards
recreation and tourism etc.), additional |osses may be
experienced in sonme communities that depend on the nonkfish
fishery or on vessels that depend on the nonkfish fishery.

On the other hand, in recent years sonme communities have
experienced growth in infrastructure elenents as a result of
positive changes in fisheries such as scallops, herring,
groundfish and sunmer flounder. Communities with diversified
fisheries dependence, including nmonkfish, are nore able to
weat her stock declines or managenent restrictions in

i ndi vidual fisheries. The lIong-termconcerns about the effect
of nonkfish managenent relate to the ability of the community
to remain actively involved in the nonkfish fishery, and the
ability of the community to support increased participation in
the fishery as the stocks continue to recover. Maintaining
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infrastructure elenents even at mniml |evels during periods
of low activity significantly reduces the capital (financial
and social) required to participate in a recovered fishery.
Retaining DAS is viewed as essential to enabling nonkfish
dependent communities to maintain those el ements, even at

m ni mal | evel s.

5.3.3 Summary of inpacts

The purpose of this energency action is to is suspend
tenporarily the inplenentation of the Year 4 default neasures;
tenporarily amend the F criteria in the FMP to be consi stent
with the best avail able science; and tenporarily inmplenent
managenent nmeasures that are consistent with the revised F
criteria, and prevent overfishing while mnim zing economc

i npacts on fishernen. Those neasures include the allocation
of 40 DAS to vessels with |imted access nonkfish permts, and
a revision to the trip limts in the SFMA in response to a
recent Federal Court decision that elimnated the differntial
gear-based trip limts in the SFMA. It is inportant to note
that this emergency action is tenporary, lasting 180 with a
possi bl e 180-day extension. Long-term nmanagenent and

soci al/community inpacts will be addressed in Amendnent 2.

In the absence of this emergency action, the status quo would
be the Year 4 default measures. This includes an elimnation
of the directed fishery (zero DAS) and reduced incidental
catch limts. It is inportant to note that this status quo,
as conpared to a scenari o where no nanagenent neasures exi st,
is the baseline for conparison. Therefore, all options

consi dered were conpared to the Year 4 default neasures
(defined as the status quo).

One difficulty in assessing the social inpacts of the
alternatives considered as conpared to the status quo is that
in the short-term social inpacts will result fromattitudes
and perceptions about the new regul ati ons, adaptations that
fishermen make to the new regul ations, and short-term /| osses
in revenues.

Conpared to the no action alternative, all of the alternatives
considered are likely to produce positive short-term soci al

i npacts. Furthernore, based on public coments received on
Framework 1, the majority of the fishing industry supports
alternatives, other than the status quo alternative, proposed
in Framework 1.
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The managenent neasure included in this energency action that
has the greatest chance of producing positive short-term
social inpacts is the change in trip limt for the gillnet
category. Although this change may enhance the overal
perception of the fairness of the nmanagenent plan, the traw
sector is likely to be negatively affected by the

redi stribution of the TAC to acconmpdate the court-ordered
evacuati on of the gear-based trip limt differential. As
such, communities with a higher dependence on gillnets to
catch nonkfish will see positive benefits fromthe proposed
action, whereas trawl nonkfish ports may see negative effects
fromthis action, but even those effects are positive in
conparison to allowi ng the Year 4 defaults to take effect.

The managenent neasures considered in this enmergency action

t hat have the greatest chance of producing negative short-term
(and nost likely long-term social inpacts are DAS reductions.
In the short-term the decrease in allocated DAS woul d be

of fset by a higher trip limt. \While nost other neasures
considered in this framework would result in short-term

i npacts to sone sectors, DAS reductions are likely to produce
t he broadest long-terminpacts on affected vessels, famlies,
and communities. It will be nore difficult to adjust to
reductions in nmonkfish opportunities (DAS) on which sone
vessel s depend 100% However, for those vessels with a
limted access Northeast nultispecies or scallop permt, the

i npact would be relatively |l ess because they can still fish
under a Northeast nultispecies or scallop DAS. This energency
action does not reduce nmonkfish DAS, and therefore is not
expected to produce negative short-term social inpacts.

5.4 Essential Fish Habitat Assessnent

The area affected by this energency action has been identified
as Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) for species nmanaged by the
FMPs for Atlantic Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog; Nort heast

Mul ti speci es; Monkfish; Atlantic Herring; Atlantic Sea
Scal | op; Summer Fl ounder, Scup, and Bl ack Sea Bass; Atlantic
Mackerel, Squid, and Butterfish; Bluefish; Spiny Dogfish;
Tilefish; Atlantic Billfish; and Atlantic Tunas, Swordfish,
Sharks. Amendnment 1 to the nonkfish FMP (Omi bus EFH
Amendnment) provides a conprehensive description of the

physi cal environment in which nonkfish occur, and an
assessnment of the inpacts to habitat resulting froma variety
of fishing practices, including the three priciple nonkfish
gears: Oter traws, gillnets, and scallop dredges. A ful
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description the relationship between gear types and habit at
inpacts in relation to the nonkfish fishery is presented in
Section 5.4.1 of the EA for Framework 1.

5.4.1 Habitat inpacts related to the emergency action

Thi s enmergency action will inplenment no changes to the
measures in place during the 2000 and 2001 fishing years in
the NFMA, and inplenent trip limts in the SFMA of 550 I b
(tail weight, per DAS) for Iimted access Category A or C
vessels, and 450 I b (tail weight, per DAS) for limted access
Categories B or D vessels. This energency action will also
allocate 40 DAS to all limted access vessels, which is
consistent with the nunber of DAS allocated during Years 2 and
3 of the FMP.

VWhen conpared to the neasures in place during the 2000 and
2001 fishing years, this action essentially results in a | ower
trip limt for nost vessels fishing in the SFMA, although it
represents an increase for gillnet vessels fromthe 300 Ib
(tail weight per DAS) trip limt they were allocated in 2000,
but a decrease fromthe 1,500 Ib and 1,000 Ib (tail weight per
DAS) trip limts they now have under the recent Federal Court
Order. Gllnetters my reduce the nunmber of nets deployed to
accommodate for the reduced trip limts. |In addition, traw
vessel s may reduce their nmonkfish trips since the reduction in
triplimts my mke it less profitable for the directed

of fshore nonkfish fishery to operate. Furthernmore, the results
of the recent Federal Court Order in (Conservation Law
Foundation (CLF) et al. v. Evans; Decenber 28, 2001) wll
[imt the ability of nmonkfish trawl vessels that possess
limted access Northeast nmultispecies permts to redirect

t hose nmonkfi sh days not being used back to groundfish.
CGenerally, changes to nmeasures such as trip limts would not
be expected to have a direct effect on the habitat of the
region. The trip limts being inplemented in this emergency
rule could have an indirect effect on the habitats within the
monkfish fishing area by controlling the amobunt of fishing
effort associated with each DAS, assumi ng that fishing effort
ceases as soon as the trip limt is reached and does not
continue with the intent of "highgrading." However, this
emergency action makes no direct changes to allocated fishing
effort (through the DAS program and, therefore, is not
expected to have an effect on the overall amount of fishing
effort expended in the Gulf of Mine, Georges Bank or the M d-
Atlantic. Wth no change to the effective fishing effort,
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there can be no assuned reductions in inpacts to EFH

However, when conpared to |ast year's neasures, none of the
measures contained in this energency rul e suggest any increase
in the potential adverse effects to any EFH associated with
the fishing activities managed under the FMP above the
basel i ne established with the approval of the Omi bus EFH
Amendnment in March 1999.

5.4.2 Habitat inpacts related to the non-preferred
alternative

The non-preferred alternative would adjust trip limts and DAS
in both managenment areas to achieve the target TACs
established for Years 2 and 3 of the FMP. As stated in
Section 5.4.1, changes to trip limts are not expected to have
a direct effect on habitat. However, trip limts could have
an indirect effect on the habitats within the nonkfish fishing
area by controlling the anount of fishing effort associated
with the amobunt of DAS allocated to |limted access vessels.

As such, inplenmentation of the non-preferred alternative
woul d not be expected to have any direct effect on the habitat
of the region.

5.4.3 Habitat inpacts of the no action alternative

This alternative would result in the continued inplenentation
of the Year 4 default measures in the FMP, which became
effective on May 1, 2002. Relative to the energency action,
there are no changes to the | evel of adverse effects to EFH
expected under the status quo alterntive. This is due to the
fact monkfish DAS are elin nated under this alternative,

al though certain vessels are still able to fish under their
Nort heast nultispecies or scallop DAS allocations.

Monkfish DAS are not allocated in addition to Northeast

mul ti species and scallop DAS. As a result, reductions in
nmonkfish DAS will only affect the effort associated with those
vessel s hol ding Category A or B permts; vessels that do not
possess a limted access Northeast nultispecies or scallop
permt. There are 54 vessels that currently hold Category A
or Blimted access nonkfish permts in conparison to 650
vessel s that hold Category C and D permts. Although the
status quo alternative would reduce fishing effort by
approximately 1,600 nonkfish DAS, this ampbunts to |less than 6
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percent of the total DAS allocated to nonkfish |imted access
vessels. Furthernore, vessels affected by the default
measures could shift to other fisheries that utilize gear
known to inmpact EFH.  Such a shift in fishing effort woul d
likely result in little to no decrease in adverse inpacts to
EFH. Therefore, it is not possible to assess with any
certainty any significant positive effects on EFH due to

mai ntai ni ng the status quo neasures.

5.4.4 Concl usi ons

This action in the context of the fishery as a whole will not
have any additional adverse inpacts to EFH that have not

al ready been anal yzed; therefore an EFH consultation is not
required.

After considering the extent of adverse inpacts as discussed
above, and taking into account the short-term and | ong-term
costs to the fishery and its EFH, NMFS concluded that is was
i npractiable to inpose additional neasures to mnim ze the

i npacts of this energnecy action on EFH, particularly given
its limted scope and duration.

5.5 Inpacts to threatened or endangered species, and other
protected resources

A conpl ete discussion of the inpacts of this energency action
and the alternatives considered on threatened or endangered
species, and other protected resources is presented in Section
5.5 of the EA for Framework 1.

On March 7, 2002, a formal section 7 consultation under the
ESA was initiated for Framework 1. NMFS determ ned that
reinitiation of the section 7 consultation was necessary,
given that the neasures contained in Framework 1 could result
in adverse effects to ESA-listed cetaceans and sea turtles

t hat were not considered during the June 14, 2001,
consultation on the FMP. Because the neasures contained in
this enmergency rule reflect those proposed in Framework 1, the
Bi ol ogi cal Opinion (BO prepared as part of that consultation
is applicable to this action and incorporated herein. The BO
for Framework 1 dated May 14, 2002, concluded that the
proposed action is not likely to result in jeopardy to any
ESA-|isted species under NWFS jurisdiction. Because takes of
sea turtles were expected to occur under Franmework 1 neasures,
an Incidental Take Statenent (ITS) was issued in conjunction
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with the BO. This ITS anticipates the take of two | oggerhead
sea turtals (lethal or non-lethal), and up to two non-

| oggerhead turtles (green, |eatherback, or Kenp's ridley)
taken either lethally or non-lethally in Year 4 of the fishery
as a result of entanglenment in nonkfsih gear.

5.6 Inpacts to Marine Mamml s

NMFS has reviewed the inpacts of this enmergency action on
marine mammal s. Because this action maintains |anding and
effort at existing |levels, NMFS has concluded that this
managenent action is consistent with the provisions of the
Mari ne Mammal Protection Act, and will not alter existing
measures to protect the species of marine manmals likely to
i nhabit the nonkfish managenment unit.

5.7 Cunul ative inpacts
5.7.1 Enmergency action

The emergency action maintains nonkfish | andings at the |evel
of landi ngs that occurred during the 2000 fishing year. As a
result, this action will maintain fishing effort at or bel ow
existing levels. Based on the results of SAW 34, nmmi ntai ni ng
effort at this level is expected to end overfishing in 2002,
as specified in the FMP. Furthernmore, NWMFS has inpl enent ed
restrictive nmeasures for the Northeast nultispecies fishery in
response to a Federal Court Order (CLF et al. v. Evans).

These nmeasures are likely to reduce fishing effort on the
monkfish resource, particularly in the NMFA where neasures are
expected to be nore restrictive. Therefore, this action in
the Northeast nultispecies fishery is likely to have positive
inplications for the nonkfish resource.

As stated in Section 5.3, the reduction in trip limts in
relation to current managenment neasures for trawl vessels
fishing in the SFMA nay adversely inpact these vessels; in
particul ar those vessels that participate in the offshore
trawm fishery. However, the econom c analysis presented in
Section 5.2 indicates that the emergency action will have | ess
of an inpact on vessels than the non-preferred alternative or
the no action alternative. Any efforts to reduce fishing
effort in the nultispecies fishery may further increase any
soci al or economc inpacts that result fromthe inplenmentation
of this emergency rule.
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5.7.2 Non-preferred Alternative

This action would reduce fishing effort to achieve the target
TAC | evel established for Years 2 and 3 of the FMP. This
would result in a reduction in overall effort conpared to
fishing year 2001 levels. 1In addition, any efforts to reduce
fishing effort in the nultispecies fishery is likely to
further any biol ogical benefits resulting fromthis action.

The social and econom c inpacts resulting fromthe

i mpl enentation of the non-preferred alternative would be
greater in relation to the enmergency action due to the | ower
trip limts, but less than the inpacts resulting from

mai ntaining the restrictive Year 4 default nmeasures. Simlar
to the energency action, these inpacts are likely to increase
as a result of any restrictive managenment nmeasures inplenmented
in the nultispecies fishery.

5.7.3 No Action Alternative

This action elimnates the directed nonkfish fishery, and
establishes nore restrictive incidental catch limts for nost
fishing sectors in both managenent areas through the continued
i npl ementation of the restrictive Year 4 default nanagenent
measures. This would result in a substantial reduction in
directed overall effort on nonkfish conpared to fishing year
2001 levels. As with the enmergency action and the non-
preferred alternative, the inplenmentation of restrictive
managenent neasures in the Northeast mnultispecies fishery
woul d likely increase the potentially significant biol ogical
benefits of maintaining the default neasures.

Substanti al social and econom c inpacts would likely result
fromthe continued inplementation of the Year 4 default
measures. Because the no action alternative elimnates the
directed nonkfish fishery, the majority of nmonkfish | andings
woul d occur in conjunction with the scallop or Northeast

mul ti species fisheries. Therefore, any reductions in fishing
effort in either the Northeast nultispecies or scallop fishery
woul d further increase the social and econom c inpacts
resulting fromthis action.

6.0 Magnuson- Stevens Fishery Conservation and Managenent Act

The follow ng provides a summary of this energency action's
conpliance with the National Standards of the Magnuson- Stevens
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Act .

1. Conservation and managenent neasures shall prevent
overfishing while achieving, on a continuing basis, the
optimum yield fromeach fishery for the United States fishing
i ndustry.

This enmergency action tenporarily amends the F criteria in the
FMP to be consistent with the recomendati on contained in the
nost recent stock assessnent (SAW 34), and inplenments measures
proposed in Framework 1 because, with the amendnent of the F
criteria in the FMP, these neasures are consistent with the
best available scientific information. This enmergency rule
tenmporarlily suspends the default managenment neasure contai ned
in the FMP, sets optimumyield and managenment area target TACs
for Year 4 at the level of landings in Year 2; allocates 40
nmonkfish DAS to nonkfish limted access vessels; and adjusts
the nonkfish trip limts as needed to achieve the TACs while
taking into consideration the effect of a Federal Court Order
vacating differential gear-based trip limts (for traw and
gill net vessels). These neasures maintain the FMP objective
of ending overfishing in 2002 since, to the extent it can be
estimted, setting the target TAC for the 2002 fishing year
based on 2000 | andings is consistent with the anmended
Finresnola=0. 2. Moreover, with stock survey indices show ng

i ncreasi ng bi omass, F should decrease further if nonkfish
catches remmin stable.

2. Conservation and managenent nmeasures shall be based upon
the best scientific information avail abl e.

Thi s enmergency action is based upon the results and
recomendati on of SAW 34, the nobst recent stock assessnment on
monkfish. Therefore, this action is based on the best and
most current scientific information avail able on the nmonkfish
resource.

3. To the extent practicable, an individual stock of fish
shall be managed as a unit throughout its range, and
interrel ated stocks of fish shall be managed as a unit or in
cl ose coordi nation.

Thi s enmergency action does not change the nmanagenent unit and
st ock managenent areas established by the Monkfish FMP in
1999.
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4. Conservation and managenent neasures shall not

di scrim nate between residents of different States. If it
beconmes necessary to allocate or assign fishing privileges
anong various United States fishernmen, such allocation shall
be (A) fair and equitable to all such fishernen; (B)
reasonably cal cul ated to pronote conservation; and (C) carried
out in such manner that no particular individual, corporation,
or other entity acquires an excessive share of such
privileges.

The neasures contained in this emergency rule do not

di scrim nate between residents of different states. This
action retains all of the nmanagement neasures in place for the
2001 fishing year, but adjusts the trip [imts under a
Monkfish DAS in the SFMA that apply to trawl and gill net
vessel s so that they are equivalent. As a result, this action
elimnates the gear-based trip limt differential in the SFMA
that was inplemented in the FMP. This action responds to a
recent Federal Court Order that found the initial trip limts
for the SFMA in the FMP in violation of this national

st andar d.

5. Conservation and managenent neasures shall, where
practicable, consider efficiency in the utilization of fishery
resources; except that no such neasure shall have econom c

al l ocation as its sol e purpose.

This enmerency action provides the wi dest range of opportunity
for monkfish vessels to utilize the resource within the
conservation constraints of the rebuilding plan. As with the
previ ous national standard, NMFS is adjusting the trip limts
under a nonkfish DAS in response to a Federal Court Order that
found the initial trip limt program(specifically, certain
gear-based differential trip limts) to be in violation this
Nati onal Standsrd. While this adjustnent has the effect of
real l ocating econom ¢ opportunity anong gear groups, the

pur pose of adjusting the trip limts in the SFMA is to becone
conpliant with the Federal Court Order.

6. Conservation and managenent neasures shall take into
account and allow for variations anong, and contingencies in,
fisheries, fishery resources, and catches.

This enmergency ation makes adjustnents to trip limts under a
nmonfish DAS in the SFMA based on the findings of a Federal
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Court Order that invalidated the justification for gear-based
differential trip limts inplenented in the FMP. This
emergency action does not alter any other managenment measures
in effect during the 2000 and 2001 fishing years, including
the incidental catch all owance when not fishing under a
monkfish DAS. The trip limts (directed or incidental) that
are unchanged by this action are because NMFS recogni zes the
different characteristics of the fisheries that catch nonkfish
directed or incidentally.

7. Conservation and managenent neasures shall, where
practicable, mnim ze costs and avoid unnecessary duplication.

NMFS chose the recommended action froma range of alternatives
based on the public comments received on Framework 1, and the
anal ysis of econom c inpacts prepared for that action. The
information indicated that the neasures contained in this
emergency action wll have the | east negative econom c i npact
on an industry-w de basis.

8. Conservation and managenent neasures shall, consistent
with the conservation requirenments of this Act (including the
prevention of overfishing and rebuil ding of overfished
stocks), take into account the inmportance of fishery resources
to fishing communities in order to (A) provide for the
sust ai ned participation of such comunities, and (B) to the
extent practicable, mnimze adverse econom c inpacts on such
comrunities.

NMFS consi dered the social and conmmunity inpacts of a range of
alternatives based on the analysis conducted for Framework 1.
The alternative selected for this enmergency action retains the
DAS al l ocation in effect during the 2000 and 2001 fi shing
year, which would mnim ze the inpact of this action on
shoreside infrastructure and provide the maxi num opportunity
for vessels to engage in nonkfish fishing within the
conservation limtations of the rebuilding program

9. Conservation and managenent neasures shall, to the extent
practicable, (A mnimze bycatch and (B) to the extent
bycatch cannot be avoided, mnimze the nortality of such
bycat ch.

This action directly mnim zes bycatch while allow ng for
continued stock rebuilding through the tenporary suspension of
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the Year 4 default nmanagenent neasures and i nmpl enenati on of
managenent nmeasures that are based upon the best avail able
information on the status of the nonkfish stock. Under the
Year 4 default neasures, the directed nonkfsih fishery is
conpletely elimnated, and vessels that previously
participated in that fishery are expected to target other
species. As such, the default neasures are expected to

i ncrease bycatch and bycatch nortality, providing no inproved
conservation to the stock. G ven the scope and context of
this enmergency action, which is of limted duration and is
consistent with the factors regarding practicality in the
Nati onal Standard Guidelines, it is not practicable to to

i npel enent any additional measures to mnimze bycatch.

NMFS is commtted to inproving bycatch assessnent, as

evi denced by the settlenment agreenment entered into with the
other litigatory parties in CLF v. Evans. However, to
effectively address bycatch assessnment concerns would require
a gl obal set of neasures applicable to all of the Northeast
region’s fisheries, because npost vessels in the region are
involved in a variety of fisheries even during any one fishing
trip. It is beyond the scope and context of this enmergency
action to require a global system of neasures to be
established to inprove bycatch nonitoring, assessnent and
reduction in only one fishery.

10. Conservation and managenent neasures shall, to the extent
practicable, prompte the safety of human |life at sea.

During the devel opnment of Framework 1, the Councils received
public comrent in support of the retention of 40 DAS versus
the implenentation of higher trip limts and | ower DAS from
fishermen that cited their concens over safety at sea.
According to the industry comentors, maxim zing opportunity
reduces the pressure on fishermen to make choi ces on where and
when to fish that m ght conprom se vessel safety. Based the
i ndustry comments on Framework 1, NMFS has chosen an
alternative that allocates 40 DAS, thereby providing the
maxi mum nunber of DAS to fish for nonkfish within the
conservation |limtations of the rebuilding program

7.0 List of Preparers

Thi s docunent was prepared through the cooperative efforts of
the staff of the Northeast Regional Ofice (NERO and the
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Nort heast Fisheries Science Center (NEFSC) of NMFS.
Contri butors include:

. Hannah F. Goodal e, NERO, Supervisory Policy Anal yst
. Allison R Ferreira, NERO, Fishery Policy Analyst
. Anne Richards, Ph.D., NERO, NEFSC, Fisheries Biol ogist

8.0 List of Agencies and Persons Consulted

The NEFSC was consulted in preparing this EA.

9.0 Finding of No Significant | nmpact (FONSI)

Nati onal Oceani c and Atnospheric Adm nistration Order (NAO)
216-6 (revised May 20, 1999) provides nine criteria for
determ ning the significance of the inpacts of a proposed
action. These criteria are discussed bel ow

1. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to
j eopardi ze the sustainability of any target species that may
be affected by the action?

The proposed action is not expected to jeopardize the
sustainability of any target species that may be affected by
the action. This action incorporates the best avail abl e
science into the FMP by utilizing the results of SAW34 to
formally anmend the overfishing criteria in the FMP. Based on
this scientific information, it is appropriate to maintain
fishing effort at the same | evel as fishing year 2000, or Year
2 of the FMP. According to the results of SAW 34, which are
hereby incorporated into the FMP, maintaining effort at this
| evel of landings is expected to end overfishing in 2002, as
specified in the FMP.

2. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to allow
substanti al damage to the ocean and coastal habitats and/ or

EFH as defined under the Magnuson-Stevens Act and identified
in FMPs?

The proposed action is not expected to allow substanti al
danmage to the ocean and coastal habitats and/or EFH as defi ned
under the Magnuson- Stevens Act and identified in the FMP. The
area affected by the proposed action in the nonkfish fishery
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has been identified as EFH for species nanaged by the FMPs for
Atlantic Surf Clam and Ocean Quahog; Northeast Miltispecies;
Monkfish; Atlantic Herring; Atlantic Sea Scallop; Sunmer

Fl ounder, Scup, and Bl ack Sea Bass; Atlantic Mackerel, Squid,
and Butterfish; Bluefish; Spiny Dogfish; Tilefish; Atlantic
Billfish; and Atlantic Tunas, Swordfish, and Sharks. The
proposed action will modify the trip limts for trawl and non-
trawl vessels in the SFMA to be equival ent while achieving
2000 landing levels. The net result is a decrease in the trip
limt for the trawl vessels and a slightly increased trip
limt for non-trawl (i.e., gillnet) vessels that fish in the
SFMA. Therefore, this action is likely to decrease traw gear
effort in the SFMA in conparison to the 2001 fishing year, the
gear type nost likely to adversely affect coastal and ocean
habi tats and/or EFH. Because fishing effort by traw vessels
is expected to remain constant or decrease in conparision to
the 2001 fishing year, the proposed action in the context of
the fishery as a whole will not have an additional adverse

i mpact to EFH. Therefore, a new EFH consultation was

determ ned not to be necessary.

3. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have a
substanti al adverse inpact on public health or safety?

The proposed action is not expected to have a substanti al
adverse inpact on public health or safety. The inpact of the
proposed action may be greater on traw vessels operating in
the SFMA that fish further from shore because the decreased
triplimts for this fishing sector may make it no | onger
profitable. As a result, these vessels are likely to fish
closer to shore, potentially reducing tine at sea. Reduced
time at sea could have a positive inpact on the health and
safety of the fishernmen, potentially |leading to positive
impacts to their famlies and the community. However, fishing
close to shore could result in potential gear conflicts with
ot her fishernmen that traditionally fish in these areas. This
could result in negative inpacts to the health and safety of
monkfish fishernmen, their famlies and the comunity.

However, the proposed trip limts would be in effect for only
one year while the Council devel ops revi sed managenent
measures in conjunction with revised overfishing definitions
and a revised stock rebuil ding schedul e through Amendment 2 to
t he FIVP.

4. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to have an
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adverse inpact on endangered or threatened species, nmarine
mammal s, or critical habitat of these species?

A formal section 7 consultation under the ESA was initiated
for Framework 1. NMFS determ ned that reinitiation of the
section 7 consultation was necessary, given that the neasures
contained in Framework 1 could result in adverse effects to
ESA-1isted cetaceans and sea turtles that were not considered
during the June 14, 2001, consultation on the FMP. Because

t he neasures contained in this energency rule reflect those
proposed in Framework 1, the Biological Opinion (BO prepared
as part of that consultation is applicable to this action and
i ncorporated herein. The BO for Framework 1 dated May 14,
2002, concluded that the proposed action is not likely to
result in jeopardy to any ESA-listed species under NVFS
jurisdiction. Because takes of sea turtles were expected to
occur under Framework 1 neasures, an Incidental Take Statenent
was issued in conjunction with the BO In addition, a neno
has been prepared for the record stating that NMFS has

det erm ned, under Section 7(d) of the ESA, that there will be
no irreversible or irretrievable conm tnment of resources that
woul d foreclose the formulation or inplenmentation of any
reasonabl e and prudent alternatives during the reinitiation of
the ESA Section 7 consultation for the nmonkfish fishery.

5. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to result
in cumul ati ve adverse effects that could have a substanti al
effect on the target species or non-target species?

The proposed action is not expected to result in cumulative
effects on target or non-target species. This action is
tenporary, lasting only one year, and proposes to maintain
fishing effort at or below fishing year 2001 |evels. The only
fishing sector to be potentially adversely inpacted by the
proposed neasures is the offshore trawl fishery. According to
i ndustry representatives, the proposed neasures wl|
essentially elimnate this fishery since the allowable trip
limts in the SFMA woul d not cover the cost of an offshore
trip. As a result, the proposed action could result in

of fshore trawl vessels shifting their effort to other species,
such as summer flounder, scup, or black sea bass. However

exi sting constraints in those fisheries, such as linted
vessel participation (nmoratoriumpermt system and fishing
guotas, would restrict the amount of effort to be displaced
into those fisheries, thereby mnim zing the adverse effects
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of the proposed action on those fishery resources. When
conpared to the default neasures currently in place, this
action reduces substantially the Iikelihood of |arger vessels
shifting to other fisheries.

6. Can the proposed action be reasonably expected to
j eopardi ze the sustainability of any non-target species?

The proposed action is not expected to jeopardize the
sustainability of any non-target species. As discussed in
nunber 5, offshore trawl vessels targeting nonkfish may shift
their fishing effort to other fisheries. However, sufficient
constraints exist in those fisheries to mnimze the ability
of nonkfish trawm vessels to redirect their fishing effort to
a previously non-targeted fishery to the extent that the shift
in effort would jeopardi ze the sustainability of that
resource. Furthernore, the proposed neasures would | ast only
one year, likely resulting in any redirection of effort to be
l[imted in duration.

7. Can the proposed action be expected to have a substanti al
i npact on biodiversity and ecosystem function within the
affected area (e.g., benthic productivity, predator-prey

rel ationships, etc.)?

The proposed action is not expected to have a substanti al
i npact on biodiversity and ecosystem function within the
affected area because the proposed action would maintain
fishing effort at or below fishing year 2001 | evels.

8. Are significant social or econom c inpacts interrelated
with significant natural or physical environnmental effects?

As discussed in Section 5.0 of this EA, the proposed action is
not expected to result in significant social or economc

i npacts, or significant natural or physical environnental
effects not already analyzed. Therefore, there are no
significant social or economc inpacts interrelated with
significant natural or physical environnmental inpacts. This
action alleviates social and econom c inpacts resulting from
the default neasures.

9. To what degree are the effects on the quality of the human
envi ronnent expected to be highly controversial ?
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The effects of this rule are sonewhat controversial because

t hey are based upon relatively new science, and the Framework
1 anal yses about which some environnmental groups have
expressed concern. On April 19, 2002, comments were received
from Oceana and the Anmerican Oceans Canpai gn, and ot her
persons concerning the proposed rule to inplenent Framework 1.
The effects are not "highly" controversial, however, because
they are well-grounded in the best scientific information
avai l abl e and there are no significant opposing viewpoints of
whi ch NMFS i s aware.

FONSI St at enent

In view of the analysis presented in this docunent and in the
EIS for the FMP, the neasures contained in this energency rule
to tenmporarily amend the FMP will not significantly affect the
quality of the human environment, with specific reference to
the criteria contained in Section 6.02 of NOAA Adm nistrative
Order NAO 216-6, Environnental Review Procedures for

| npl enmenting the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).
Accordingly, the preparation of a Suppl enmental Environnental

| npact Statenent for the proposed action is not necessary.

Assi stant Adm ni strator for Dat e
Fi sheri es, NOAA
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11.0 Regul atory Inpact Review (E. O 12866)

NMFS requires the preparation of a Regulatory | npact Review
(RIR) for all regulatory actions that either inplenment a new
FMP or significantly anmend an existing plan. This RIRis part
of the process of preparing and reviewi ng FMPs and provi des a
conprehensi ve review of the changes in net econom c benefits
to society associated with proposed regulatory actions. This
anal ysis al so provides a review of the problens and policy

obj ectives pronpting the regul atory proposals and an

eval uation of the mpjor alternatives that could be used to
solve the problenms. The purpose of this analysis is to ensure
that the regul atory agency systematically and conprehensively
considers all available alternatives so that the public

wel fare can be enhanced in the nost efficient and cost-

70



effective way. This RIR addresses nany itenms in the
regul atory phil osophy and principles of Executive Order (E Q)

12866. It also includes a certification under the Regul atory
Flexibility Act (RFA) stating that the proposed rule, if
adopted, will not have a significant econom c inpact on a

substanti al nunmber of small entities.
11.1 Description of Managenent Objectives

The goal s and objectives of the managenent plan as stated in
Section 3.4 of the Monkfish FMP are:

1. to end and prevent overfishing; to rebuild and
mai ntain a healthy spawni ng stock

2. to optimze yield and maxi m ze econom c benefits to
the various fishing sectors

3. to prevent increased fishing on i mmature fish

4. to allow the traditional incidental catch of
nonkfish to occur.

Thi s engergency action is consistent with, and does not nodify
t hese goal s and objectives.

11.2 Description of the Fishery

Section 6.4 of the FMP contains a detailed description of the
nmonkfish fishery. The Monkfish SAFE report contains an
updat ed descripton of the fishery using the best and nost
current data avail abl e.

11.3 Statenent of the problem

This emergency rule is necessary to reduce further econom c
and biol ogical waste resulting fromthe inplenmentation of the
restrictive Year 4 default managenent neasures in the FMP.
The Year 4 default nmanagenent neasures that went into effect
on May 1, 2002, have elinm nated the directed nmonkfish fishery
by all ocating zero days-at-sea (DAS), and have reduced

i ncidental nonkfish catch [imts in other fisheries. Any
further delay in amending the F criteria to be consistent with
t hose recomrended by SAW 34, and in inplenentation of the
measures contained in Framework 1, would continue to
unnecessarily burden nonkfish vessels and nonkfi sh-dependent
communities, and would |ikely cause wasteful bycatch of
nonkfish in other fisheries. The results of SAW 34 indicate
that the Year 4 default managenent nmeasures are far nore
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restrictive than necessary to achieve the FMP objective of
elimnating overfishing by 2002. This energency rule is
consistent with NMFS Policy Guidelines for the Use of
Emergency Rul es found at 62 FR 44421, et seq. (August 21,
1997).

11.4 Description of the alternatives

Section 3.0 of the EA contains a description of the
al ternatives considered.

11.5 Econom ¢ Anal ysis

Section 5.2 of the EA contains a description of the econonc

i npacts of the emergency action, non-preferred alternative and
no action alternative. An additonal social inpact analysis is
presented in Section 5. 3.

11.6 Determ nation of significance under E. O 12866

NMFS Gui delines provide criteria to be used to eval uate

whet her a proposed action is significant. A “significant

regul atory action” nmeans any regulatory action that is likely
to result in a rule that nmay:

1. Have an annual effect on the econony of $100 million
or nore, or adversely effect in a material way the
econony, a sector of the econony, productivity,
conpetition, jobs, the environnent, public health or
safety, or State, local or tribal governnents or conmunities

The econom c i npact analysis shows that across
vessel and honeport categories, inconmes will remain
at or near current levels. Wile the changes to
triplimts, as a result of the Federal Court

deci sion, may redistribute nonkfish revenues anong
fleet sectors, negatively affected vessels,
particularly offshore trawl vessels, may recoup
nmost, if not all lost inconme by redirecting their
effort onto other available fisheries, particularly
mul ti species. Therefore, no adverse effects are
expected fromthis proposed action.

2. Create a serious inconsistency or otherw se
interfere with an action taken or planned by another
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agency.

The enmergency action does not appear to create a
serious inconsistency with any action taken or

pl anned by anot her agency, since it is designed to
retain catches at the recent |evels.

3. Materially alter the budgetary inpact of
entitlenments, grants, user fees, or |oan prograns or
the rights and obligations of recipients thereof.

The enmergency action does not affect any
entitlement, grant or other prograns.

4. Rai se novel |egal or policy issues arising out of
| egal mandates, the President’s priorities, or the
principles set forth in the Executive Order

The di sapproval of Framework 1 and the emergency
action does not appear to raise novel |egal or
policy issues since the purpose and effect of the
action is to incorporate the newest science into the
FMP and extend for one year the fisheries managenent
program for nonkfish in place during Years 2 and 3
of the FMP, thereby releaving burdensone
restrictions on the industry. The only adjustnent
to the regulations in place during Years 2 and 3 is
a recalculation of nonkfish trip limts to achieve
fishing year 2000 | anding levels follow ng a Federal
Court decision that vacated differential gear-based
trip limts in November 2001. Al though pronul gating
this rule as an enmergency action under section
305(c) of the Magnuson-Stevens Act is sonewhat

anomal ous, it is consistent with NFMS CGui delines on
Enmer gency Acti ons.

Appendix |I. | RFA Prepared for Framework 1 to the FMP
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Initial Regulatory Flexibility Analysis (IRFA)

The Regul atory Flexibility Act (RFA) requires that Federal
regul ators exam ne the inpacts of proposed rules on snall
busi nesses, small organizations, and small governnment al
jurisdictions. A conplete description of the need for, and
obj ectives of, this proposed action taken under | egal
authority of the Magnuson- Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Managenent Act and regul ations at 50 CFR 648 can be found in
Section 1.0 of this EA. This action does not contain any
coll ection of information requirenments, inplenent new
reporting or recordkeepi ng neasures, or create other
conpliance requirenents. This action will not duplicate,
overlap, or conflict with any other Federal rules.

Description and nunber of small entities to which the rule
applies

The category of entities likely to be affected by this action
is limted access nonkfish permt holders, which are primarily
smal |l entities. The preferred alternative affects only a
subset of those entities, primarily trawl and gillnet vessels
fishing in the SFMA. As of March 13, 2002, there were 704
vessel s holding active limted access nonkfish permts, and an
addi tional 34 vessels holding limted access nonkfish permts
in a Confirmation of Permt History. Approximately 160 of

t hese vessels declared their intention to fish in the NFMA for
at | east 30 days during the 2001 fishing year (May 1, 2001, to
April 30, 2002), thereby fishing under the less restrictive
managenent neasures of the NFMA.

Econom c¢ inpacts on snmall entities resulting fromthe proposed
action

The econonic analysis in Section 5.2, particularly in Table
10, discusses the effect of the proposed action on incones of
vessel s in each of several subdivisions. For conparison

pur poses, Table 7 shows the income effect of the no-action
alternative, while Table 8, Table 9, and Table 11 show the
effect of other alternatives considered on net income. Please
note that the analysis did not include the effect of reduced
DAS al | ocati ons, which would increase the burden on nost
vessels, especially those without alternative fisheries,
particularly those in permt Categories A and B.
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The preferred alternative would result in loss of income from
fishing year 2000 | evels for several vessel types. However
these | osses are |lower than the |losses that would result from
i npl enment ati on of either the non-preferred or no action
alternative. Under the preferred alternative, approximtely 10
percent of vessels less than 50 feet in |ength would
experience a 3.4-percent or greater reduction in income as a
result of the proposed neasures. However, 10 percent of these
vessel s woul d experience a 12. 4-percent or greater reduction
in income under the non-preferred alternative, and 54. 6-
percent or greater loss in income under the no action
alternative. The income of vessels in other size categories
woul d either not be affected by inplenmentation of the
preferred alternative, or would be reduces by less than 1
percent. Conversely, 10 percent of vessels greater than or
equal to 50 feet in length would experience sone incone |oss
under the non-preferred and no action alternatives. For
exanpl e, vessels between 50 and 70 feet in I ength would
experience an incone |loss of 1.5 percent or greater under the
non-preferred alternative, and a 10.2-percent or greater | oss
in income under the no action alternative.

Vessel s holding limted access category A and B permts would
be the vessels nobst severely inpacted by the no action
alternative. Under this alternative, 10 percent of these
vessel s woul d | ose 100 percent of their net inconme from
fishing. However, 10 percent of vessels in these categories

would likely not be affected at all, because their |andings
during the 2000 fishing year were at or below the incidental
catch levels allowed under the no action alternative. |Inpacts

to these vessels would be substantially | ess under either the
preferred or non-preferred alternatives. Under the preferred
alternative, 10 percent of these vessels would experience no
income | oss, but 50 percent would experience an inconme |oss of
3.1 percent or greater. Under the non-preferred alternative,
10 percent of these vessels would experience no incone |oss,
but 50 percent woul d experience an incone | oss of 9.9 percent
or greater.

Under any of the 3 alternatives, vessels that hold limted
access category C permts would be the | east inpacted of all
vessels holding |imted access nonkfish permts. Under the
preferred alternative, category C vessels have a higher
possession limt than category D vessels. Ten percent of
category C vessels would experience a 0.8-percent or greater
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reduction in incone, and 10 percent of category D vessels
woul d experience a 2.9-percent or greater reduction in incone.
Under the non-preferred alternative, category C vessels al so
have a higher trip limt than category D vessels. Category C
vessel s woul d experience a 3.7-percent or greater loss in
income while category D vessels woul d experience a 5.9-percent
or greater loss in income. Finally, the no action alternative
woul d result in 10 percent of category C vessels having a
25.8-percent loss in inconme while category D vessels would
experience a 43.3-percent |oss in incone.

CGeographically, vessels honmeported in New Jersey and Del awar e
(combi ned) would be the vessels nost affected under all three
alternatives. Under the no action alternative, 10 percent of
t hese vessel s woul d experience a 72-percent or greater |loss in
income, while 10 percent of these vessels woul d experience a
12. 5-percent or greater loss in income under the non-preferred
alternative. Under the preferred alternative, 10 percent of

t he vessel s homeported in New Jersey and Del aware woul d
experience only a 2.1-percent or greater |oss in incone.
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Appendix Il1. Trip Limt Analysis Conducted for Framework 1

A Study of Monkfish Trip Limts
St anl ey Wang, Kurt W1 hel mand John Wtzig

Backgr ound

Recent Federal Court decisions ruled that differential trip
limts for vessels |andi ng nonkfi sh based on gear categories
were arbitrary and inequitable and thus illegal unless
sufficient justification could be provided. The court’s

deci sion stipulated that differential trip limts could be
based on permt categories but should be the same for the
trawm and non-trawl fishing sectors. Thus trip limts for the
non-trawl gear sector should be identical to those for the
trawl gear sector within permt categories. Managenent
options being considered include increasing the trip limts
for non-trawm vessels in the A&C nonkfish permt categories
from300 | bs to 1,500 | bs per day-at-sea (DAS) and for the B&D
permt categories from 300 to 1,000 Ibs |ive weight per DAS.

In response to the Court’s direction, the Monkfish Mnitoring
Commttee (MVC) requested anal yses of potential trip limts
whi ch woul d adhere to the court’s ruling and at the sane tine
not result in the annual quota being exceeded. The MVC
requested that the follow ng scenari os be exam ned:

Scenario 1: Estimate a trip limt that would nmaintain
nmonkfish | andings fromthe Northern Fishery Managenent
Area (NFMA) by A&C and B&D permt categories for directed
nmonkfish fishing trips at the sanme |evel as in FY2000.

Scenario 2: Estimate a trip limt that would achieve the
FY2002 NMFA nonkfish | andi ng quota by A&C and B&D perm t
categories for directed nonkfish fishing trips to the
NFMA.
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Scenario 3: Estimate a trip limt and DAS allocation that
woul d mai ntain nonkfish | andings fromthe Southern

Fi shery Managenent Area (SFMA) by A&C and B&D permt
categories at the sane level as in FY2000.

Scenario 4: Estimate a trip limt and DAS allocation

t hat woul d achi eve the FY2002 SFMA nonkfish | andi ng quota
by A&C and B&D permt categories for vessels fishing in

t he SFMA.

Al'l anal yses were based on fishing year 2000 | andi ngs (FY2000:
May 1, 2000 — April 30, 2001) supplenented by information from
FY1999 (May 1, 1999 - April 30, 2000) as indicated in the

text. Managenent decisions for fishing year 2002 (May 1, 2002
— April 30, 2003), based on the results presented here,
inmplicitly assunme that nonkfish availability in FY 2002 w ||

be simlar to that in FY2000.

Anal ysi s

Scenario 1: Estimate a trip limt that would maintain nmonkfish
| andi ngs fromthe Northern Fishery Managenment Area (NFMA) by
A&C and B&D permt categories for directed nonkfish fishing
trips at the sane level as in FY2000.

A directed nonkfish trip is defined as any non-dredge trip on
whi ch nonkfish | andi ngs accounted for 50% or nore of the total
| anded weight for the trip. The MMC requested an anal ysis of
two alternatives regardi ng nonkfish | andings on directed
trips.

Scenario la: Estimate a trip limt for directed trips to
the NFMA by A&C and B&D permtted vessels that naintains
the landing by trip category and the overall NFVA
monkfish | andi ngs at the same | evel as in FY2000.

Scenario 1b: Estimate a trip limt for directed trips to

the NFMA by A&C and B&D pernitted vessels that increases
| andi ngs by directed trips and decreases nonkfish

| andi ngs by non-directed trips to 25 percent of total
| andings on a trip basis (i.e., reduce the trip limt for non-
directed trips to 25% of the total |andings). This scenario
mai nt ai ns the overall NFMA nonkfish | anding at the sane
l evel as in FY2000.
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Scenari o la:
Data sources and anal ytical procedures

Vessel trip reports (VIR) provide basic trip-by-trip
information used in these analysis. GCenerally hail weight as
reported on the VIRs is less than | ess than total |anded

wei ght reported by federally pernmtted seafood dealers. Trip
limts, calculated using hail weight fromthe VIRs are

adj usted based on the ratio of hail weight fromthe VIRs to
wei ghout wei ghts from seaf ood deal er reports. Analysis for
this scenario focuses on directed trawl and non-traw

mul ti species trips and excl udes dredge trips.

Based on the VIRs which identified NFMA as fishing area, the
directed trips by vessels in the A& pernit categories |anded
4,439 thousand pounds of nonkfish and directed trips by
vessels in the B&D permt categories |anded 3,820 thousand
pounds in FY2000 (Table 1). The | andi ngs for FY2000
establish the | andi ngs goals for Scenario la anal ysis.

Mai nt ai ning the VTR | andi ngs based on hail weight is

equi val ent to maintaining the weighout |andings after

adj ust nment .

In this analysis we constrained fishing trips exceeded the
triplimt tothe trip limt. That is, any trip which
reported | andings greater than the trip limt was reduced to
the trip limt, the maxi num proposed |andings. A trip limt
forces only those trips that have | andings per DAS hi gher than
the trip limt to reduce trip landings to the trip limt,
whil e | eaving the | andings on other trips unchanged. This
constraint is reasonable because a trip limt on a |anding-
per - DAS basis is designed to limt trips fromlandi ng beyond
the limt but |eave trips |landing below the Iinmt unchanged.

Application of this constraint while reasonable is
conceptual ly inconsistent with the use of trip limts to

mai ntai n | andi ngs at the sanme | evel as was achi eved when there
were no trip limts. Since atriplimt is designed to
constrain or reduce landings, it can nmaintain the FY2000

| andi ng of the sector under no trip limts only if the trip
limt is not effective. This inplies that a trip limt is
equivalent to no trip limts.

Scenario 1b:
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Dat a sources and anal ytical procedures

The data source and anal ytical procedures for this Scenario 1b
analysis is identical those for the Scenario la. The | andings
goals for directed fishing trips increases under this scenario
while the goal for the non-directed fishing trips declines.
Based on the FY2000 VTR data, reduction of the trip limt for
non-directed trips to 25 percent of the total trip |andings,
reduces total |andings for non-directed trips to 2,956

t housand pounds in the NFMA. The reduction in non-directed
trips proportionally increases the goals for the A&C and B&D
permt categories by 1,874 thousand |bs and 1,082 thousand

| bs, respectively (Table 1).

The sanme constraint regarding trip limts and | andings for

Scenario la is also made for this scenario, i.e., trips
I andi ng higher than the trip limt are constrained to |and at
the limt. Like Scenario la, this scenario also conceptually

inconsistent in that it uses a trip limt for increasing
| andi ngs rather than constraining or reducing the |anding.

Scenario 2: Estimate a trip limt which would achieve the
FY2002 NMFA nonkfish | andi ng quota by A&C and B&D permt
categories for directed nonkfish fishing trips to the NFMA

This analysis focuses on two alternatives:

Scenario 2a; Estimate a trip limt for directed trips to
the NFMA by A&C and B&D perm tted vessels which achieves
the landing by trip category and the overall NFVA
monkfish | andings at the quota for FY2000.

Scenario 2b: Estimate a trip limt for directed trips to

the NFMA by A&C and B&D permtted vessel s which achi eves

| andi ngs by directed trips and decreases nonkfish
| andi ngs by non-directed trips to 25 percent of total
| andings on a trip basis (i.e., reduce the trip limt for non-
directed trips to 25% of the total |andings). This scenario
achi eves the overall NFMA nonkfish [ anding at the quota for
FY2000.

Anal ysi s of Scenario 2
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Conpared to the Scenario la and 1b, Scenarios 2a and 2b have

| ower | anding goals to reflect a need to reduce the FY2000

| anding to achieve the quota. These |anding goals are derived
fromthe | anding goals of Scenarios la and 1b. In FY2000
nmonkfish | andi ngs fromthe NMFA exceeded its quota by 106%

t herefore | andi ngs nust be reduced by 51.45% to avoid
exceedi ng the established quota (or alternatively to achieve

t he established quota) (Table 2).

As in previous anal yses, Scenario 2 was constrained by
l[imting landings to the trip limts, i.e., trips |anding
hi gher than the trip limt were reduced to the limt.

Scenari o 2a:
Data source and anal yti cal procedures

Directed nonkfish trips in the NFMA from FY2000 were sel ected
based on criteria established for Scenario 1 for this

anal ysis. These trips are used to exam ne various |evels of
triplimts and to identify a trip limt which equalizes the
expected | andings at each trip limt and the corresponding

| andi ng goal. For each of the directed trip sectors (A& and
B&D permt categories), an iterative process was used to
identify a | andings-per-DAS Iimt which would achieve the

| andi ng goal for the sector. The analysis starts eval uating
| andi ng-per-DAS Iimt by iteratively reducing the limt in
hundred pound increments and recal cul ating total |anding of
the directed trip sector until the recalculated total | anding
is equal to the landing goal of the sector.

For each directed trip sector (e.g., A& directed trips), the
recal cul ated total |andings for each | anding-per-DAS limt
wer e produced according to the procedures outlined bel ow.

1. Directed trips that | anded nonkfish fromthe NFMA greater
than the | anding-per-DAS imt were adjusted to | and at the
limt.

2. Directed trips that |anded nonkfish fromthe NFMA | ess than
the | anding-per-DAS |imt were not adjusted and | andi ngs for
these trips was set at the anmount reported.

3. Recal cul ated | andings are the sum of the reset |andings of
the directed trips which exceed the Iimt plus the original
| andi ngs of the directed trips which did not exceed the
| andi ng-per-DAS limt.
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Fi ndi ngs

The analysis indicates that to achieve the FY2000 NMFA
nmonkfish quota, the nonkfish | andi ngs-per-DAS |imt for the
directed trips would have to be set at 282 Ibs. tail weight or
936 I bs. live weight for the A& directed trips and 272 | bs.
tail weight or 903 Ibs. live weight for the B&D directed
trips. (Table 3).

Scenari o 2b

Dat a source and anal ytical procedures

The data source and anal ytical procedures for analyzing
Scenario 2b is identical those for Scenario 2a above except
that the | anding goal for non-directed trips was established
under a trip limt which reduced | andi ngs of nonkfish to 25%
of total trip landings. The remai nder of the NMFA quota was
t hen proportionally allocated to the A& and B&D pernit

cat egori es.

Fi ndi ngs

The analysis indicates that to achieve the FY2002 NMFA
monkfish quota, the nonkfish | anding-per-DAS |imt for the
directed trips would have to be set at 446 |Ibs. tail weight or
1,481 I bs. live weight for the A&C directed trips and 387 | bs.
tail weight or 1,285 Ibs. live weight for the B&D directed
trips (Table 3).

Scenario 3: Estimate a trip limt and DAS all ocation which
woul d mai ntain nonkfish |Iandings fromthe Southern Fishery
Managenment Area (SFMA) by A&C and B&D permit categories at the
sane |level as in FY2000. The MMC requested that trip limts
for the SFMA be estimted for conbi ned A&C permts and B&D
permts. In addition, apportioning the FY2000 SFMA | andi ngs
by permt category to serve as the FY2002 | andi ng goals for
each permt category, |anding patterns for FY2000 and FY1999
shoul d be used. This results in two sets of |anding goals.
Further, in sone cases, trip limts are pre-specified for
determ ning the |l evel of the SFMA nonkfish DAS all ocation.

For example, the trip limts are pre-specified at 1,500

| bs./DAS for A and C permt categories and 1,000 |bs./DAS for
B and D categories in two cases. Therefore, the follow ng
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al ternatives under Scenario 3 were established.

Scenario 3a: Estimate trip limts by A& and B&D

conbi ned permt categories for vessels fishing in SFMA
while the | anding goal by permt category is determ ned
based on the FY2000 | anding pattern and SFMA nonkfi sh

| andi ngs are maintained at the FY2000 | evel of 17,731

t housand pounds.

Scenario 3b: Estimate trip limts by A& and B&D

conbi ned pernmt categories for vessels fishing in SFMA
while the | anding goal by permt category is determ ned
based on the FY1999 | andi ng pattern and SFMA nonkfi sh

| andi ngs are maintained at the FY2000 | evel of 17,731

t housand pounds.

Scenario 3c: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY2000 fishing |anding pattern
and SFMA nonkfish | andings are maintained at the FY2000

| evel of 17,731 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip
[imt per nonkfish DAS is set at 1,500 Ibs. |ive weight
for A&C permt category and 1,000 Ibs. live weight for
B&D cat egory.

Scenario 3d: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY1999 fishing | anding pattern
and the SFMA nonkfish | anding nmaintains at the FY2000

| evel of 17,731 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip
l[imt per nonkfish DAS is set atl1,500 |Ibs live weight for
A&C permt category and 1,000 Ibs. live weight for B& D
cat egory.

Scenario 3e: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY2000 | andi ng pattern and
SFMA nonkfi sh | andi ngs are mai ntai ned at the FY2000 | evel
of 17,731 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt
per nmonkfish DAS is set m d-way between two limts under
Scenarios 3a and 3c.
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Scenario 3f: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY1999 | andi ng pattern and
SFMA nonkfish | andi ngs are maintained at the FY2000 | evel
of 17,731 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt
per nmonkfish DAS is set m d-way between two limts under
Scenarios 3b and 3d.

Anal ysi s

The first task is to identify landing goals for each scenari o.
Since the DAS trips of the permt categories are focus of the
anal ysis, the SFMA nonkfish Ianding by trip category would be
the basic data for the task. Due to inconplete trip matching
bet ween DAS and VTR dat abases and between DAS and wei ghout

dat abases, the SFMA | andings by trip category was produced
with procedures below. These procedures were used for each of
FY2000 and FY1999 separately.

1.

| dentify the VTR nonkfish | andings of traw and non-traw
trips for A&C and B&D cat egories! by matching the reports
fromthe DAS call-in system for nmonkfish permtted vessels
with the VTR trawl and gillnet trips for FY2000. Note that
all matched trips were to the SFMA in FY2000.

| dentify the VIR nmonkfish | anding of unmatched trawl and
non-trawl trips for A&C and B&D permt categories. Thi s
accounts for partial matching and al so partial reporting of
VIR trips. On average (FY2000 and FY1999), about 76% of the
DAS trips matches the VIR trips and about 54% of wei ghout

| anding is accounted for in the VIR | anding. The VIR

| andi ngs of the matched trips is used to project the VIR

| andi ng of the unmatched DAS trips.

! Non-trawl trips include primarily gillnet trips but exclude dredge trips in the report.
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3. ldentify the VIR | andi ngs of nonkfish by fishing trips
usi ng dredge gear and trips by vessels with E permts:
Total VTR nonkfish [anding of the SFMA m nus the | andi ngs
in (1) and (2) above.

4. Landings from (1) through (3) conprise the VIR nonkfish
| andings fromthe SFMA by trip category and are used to
al l ocate the SFMA wei ghout | andings by trip category.

The results of Steps (1) through (4) are presented in Table 4.

Based on these results (Table 4), the |anding goals for these
scenarios are established as follows:

Since the estimation of trip limt under Scenarios 3a and 3b
uses individual VTR data of the matched DAS trips, the
correspondi ng VIR | anding of these matched trips are used as
the | anding goals for these two scenarios (Table 5).

Under alternative Scenarios 3c, 3d, 3e, and 3f which are to
estimte avail able DAS for fishing and allocation for all DAS
trips, both matched and unmatched DAS trips of A&C and B&D

cat egories should be included in the analysis. The | anding
goals therefore include the wei ghout |andings of both matched
and unmat ched DAS trips (Table 5).

Scenario 3a: Estimate trip limts by A&C and B&D conbi ned
permt categories for vessels fishing in SFMA while the

| andi ng goal by permt category is determ ned based on the
FY2000 | andi ng pattern and SFMA nonkfish | andi ngs are

mai nt ai ned at the FY2000 | evel of 17,731 thousand pounds.

Source of Data and Procedures

Mat ched DAS trips / VIR trips are used as the basis for
identifying separate | andings-per-DAS |limts for traw and
non-trawl gears for the A&C and B&D pernit categories.

Mat ched trips represent a sanple of all trips, thus the

rel ati onshi ps of | andi ngs anong permt categories and total
reported | andi ngs provides information which can be used to
partition total landings to the various permt categories. |If
the VIR | andings are maintained at the sane |level as in
FY2000, then wei ghout |anding would also be maintain at the
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FY2000 | evel because VTR |l andings reflect total wei ghout
| andi ngs, al beit off by a scaling factor.

I n FY2000, separate |andings/DAS |limts were established for
the non-trawl (300 | bs/DAS) and trawl (1,500 | bs/DAS) gear
sectors. Thus, to evaluate | andings-per-DAS Iimt greater

t han 300l bs/ DAS for the non-trawl sector, FY1999 VTRs were
used to estimate potential |andings under an unconstrai ned
condition (i.e., no landing-per-DAS |imt). A ratio estinmator
was used to account for changes in fishing and econom c

condi tions, product availability, etc. between FY1999 and
FY2000. The ratio was used to adjust FY1999 | andi ngs under an
unconstrained landings Iimt and taking into account changes
whi ch may have occurred between FY1999 and FY2000. Landings
for the trawm gear sector were based on the FY2000 VTRs
because the |ikely | andi ngs/ DAS were expected to be below the
limts already in place during FY2000 (i.e., 1,000 | bs/DAS for
the B and D permt category and 1,500 | bs/DAS for the A and C
permt category).

Procedures for sinulating an unconstrained condition for the
mat ched non-trawl trips for FY2000 are outlined bel ow.

1. Determine the total |andings of nonkfish of the matched non-
trawl trips in FY2000 by permt category. This is the non-
trawl | andi ngs under the 300 | bs/DAS |anding limt.

2. Simulate a 300 | b-per-/DAS Iimt for FY1999 for the matched
non-trawl trips by reducing the landings for trips which
reported | andi ngs greater than the 300 | bs/DAS | andi ngs
[imt to 300 I bs. Trips which did not exceed the 300 | b-
per-DAS |imt were not adjusted. Total |andings for the
non-trawl trips for FY1999 under a 300 I b-per-DAS Iimt
constraint is the sumof the reduced trips and the
unadj usted trips.

3. Calculate the ratio [R] of landings in FY2000 to FY1999
under the 300 | bs/DAS constraint to account for changes in
econom c, fishing and other extrinsic conditions between the
two years.

4. Si mul ate an FY2000 fishery for the matched non-trawl trips
under an unconstrained | andings/DAS Iimt by nultiplying
| andings and trip length (in DAS) for each of the nmatched
non-trawl trips from FY1999 by R
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The procedures outlined above are foll owed for each of A&C
and B&D conbi ned permt categories separately.

An iterative process was used to estimate a single |anding-
per-DAS |imt for each permt category (i.e., A&C) which would
achi eve the sane total landings as in FY2000. The anal ysis
starts evaluating landing-per-DAS [imt by iteratively
reduci ng individual vessel |andings in hundred pound
increments and recal culating | andings until the |andi ngs goal
for each permt category is achieved (last colum in Table 4).

The recal cul ated | andi ngs for each landing-per-DAS limt were
produced according to the procedures outlined below. These
procedures were applied separately to each permt category.
The universe of fishing trips used in these analysis was
limted to the matched traw trips of the SFMA in FY2000 and
the sinmulated matched non-trawl trips of the SFMA for FY2000.

1. Trips that | anded nonkfish greater than a | andi ng- per-DAS
limt were adjusted to |and at the |anding-per-DAS |imt.

2. Trips that | anded nonkfish I ess than the reduced
| andings/ DAS | imt were not adjusted.

3. Recal cul ated | andings are the sum of the reset |andings of
all trips which exceed the plus the original |andings of all
trips which did not exceed the |anding-per-/DAS |imt.

Fi ndi ngs

Results of these anal yses indicate that a | andi ng-per-DAS
limt of 544 I bs. tail weight (1,807 Ibs. live weight) for A&C
category and 457 Ibs. in tail weight (1,518 Ibs. live weight)
for B&D category be established in order to maintain | andings
by permt category at the sane level as in FY2000 with a
single landing-per-DAS Iimt for each permt category (Table
6). There would be no inpact on the total |anding because the
limts are set to maintain | andings at the sane |level as in
FY2000.

Scenario 3b: Estimate trip limts by A&C and B&D conbi ned
permt categories for vessels fishing in SFMA while the

| andi ng goal by permt category is determ ned based on the
FY1999 | andi ng pattern and SFMA nonkfi sh | andi ngs are
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mai nt ai ned at the FY2000 | evel of 17,731 thousand pounds.

Data resource and anal ytical procedures

The data source and anal ytical procedures used in this
scenario is identical to those in Scenario 3a above except the
this scenario uses a new set of |anding goals as shown in
Tabl e 5.

Fi ndi ngs

Results of these analyses indicate that a | anding-per-DAS
l[imt of 243 Ibs. tail weight (808 Ibs. |ive weight) for A&C
category and 262 Ibs. tail weight (870 Ibs. |live weight) for
B&D permt category be established in order to maintain

| andi ngs by permt category at the sane |evel as in FY2000
with a single landing-per-DAS limt for each permt category
(Table 6). There would be no inpact on the total |anding
because the limts are set to maintain |andings at the sane

| evel as in FY2000.

Scenario 3c: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is

det erm ned based on the FY2000 fishing | anding pattern and
SFMA nonkfish | andi ngs are maintained at the FY2000 | evel of
17,731 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per
nmonkfish DAS is set at 1,500 |Ibs. |ive weight for A&C permt
category and 1,000 Ibs. live weight for B&D category.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

For each of A&C and B&D categories, the analysis of this
scenari o uses the same matched trips used in Scenarios 3a and
follows the sane procedures as outlined in Scenario 3a to
generate expected | andings under the pre-specified trip limt
of the category (e.g., 1,500 Ibs. / DAS for the A& C permt
category). The expected |andings for a permt category is

t hen divided by total DAS of the category to yield the average
| andi ng per DAS of the category.

The average | anding per DAS of the category is used to divide
t he |l andi ng goal of the category to produce avail able DAS for
fishing for the category. The available DAS for fishing is
t hen divided by nunmber of permtted vessels in the category
to obtain avail able fishing DAS per vessel which is further
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di vi ded by the FY2000 usage rate of the category (0.56 for A&C
and 0. 43 for B&D) to generate the average DAS al |l ocation per
vessel of the category.

The details of the analytical steps are also shown in Table 7
and the findings are also presented in the table.

Fi ndi ngs

Usi ng the FY2000 | anding pattern to define the |Ianding goals
and under the pre-specified trip limt of 1,500 |bs. per DAS
for the A&C permt category and 1,000 | bs. per DAS for B&D
permt category. Based on the nunmber of permtted vessels and
t he average catch per DAS. Based on the average catch per

DAS, the nunber of vessels in each permt category and the
preset trip limt, vessels in the A& permt category woul d
use an average of 8 DAS and vessels in the B&D pernmt category
woul d use an average of 4 DAS. However, since not all vessels

\andi | fishe
: - anaing goal. d the
Available DAS for fishing = .
variabie or ishing average landing per DAS avera
ge
DAS
Average DAS for fishing per vessel = Available DASfor fishing al l'oc
J 9p ~ # of permitted vessels in the category ati on
per
vesse
Available DAS allocation per vessel = Average DASfor fishing per vessel |
P = 7 9% of DAS usage in FY2000 \Qloul d
e 14

DAS and 9 DAS for the A&C and B&D permit categories,
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respectively (Table 7)2

Scenario 3d: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is

determ ned based on the FY1999 fishing | anding pattern and the
SFMA nonkfish | andi ng mai ntains at the FY2000 | evel of 17,731
t housand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per nonkfish
DAS is set atl1l,500 Ibs. live weight for A&C permt category
and 1,000 Ibs. live weight for B&D permt category.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

The anal ytical procedures for this scenario is the same as
those in Scenario 3c above; |anding goals are based on FY1999
| andi ng pattern.

Fi ndi ngs

Based on the average catch per DAS, the nunber of vessels in
each permt category and the preset trip limt, vessels in the
A&C permt category woul d use an average of 5 DAS and vessels
in the B&D permt category would use an average of 4 DAS.
However, since not all vessels fished the average DAS

al l ocation per vessel would be 8 DAS and 9 DAS for the A&C and
B&D permt categories, respectively (Table 7).

Scenario 3e: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is
determ ned based on the FY2000 | andi ng pattern and SFMA
nmonkfi sh | andi ngs are nmi ntai ned at the FY2000 | evel of 17,731
t housand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per nonkfish
DAS is set md-way between two limts under Scenarios 3a and
3c.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

The data and anal ytical procedures are identical to those in
Scenari o 3c except the pre-specific trip limt in this

2 Analyses for Scenarios 3c-3f and 4c-4f assume that the DA'S usage distribution would be maintained.
That is, vessels which historically used 10% of their alocation (e.g., 40 DAS in 2000) would continue to
use 10% of any reduced allocation, etc. This does not seem reasonable. Vesselswhich historically

used more DAS than are allocated are more likely to use their full allocation. Thiswould increase the
probability of exceeding the landings goa s under any of the scenarios.
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scenario is between at the m d-way between 3a and 3c. The
md-way trip limt is determned to be 1,000 | bs. per DAS for
the A&C permt category and 700 | bs. per DAS for the B&D
permt category.

Fi ndi ngs

Based on the average catch per DAS, the nunber of vessels in
each permt category and the preset trip limt, vessels in the
A&C permt category would use an average of 9 DAS and vessels
in the B&D permt category woul d use an average of 4 DAS.
However, since not all vessels fished the average DAS

al l ocation per vessel would be 17 DAS and 9 DAS for the A&C
and B&D permt categories, respectively (Table 8).

Scenario 3f: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is

determ ned based on the FY1999 | andi ng pattern and SFMA
nmonkfi sh | andi ngs are nmmi ntai ned at the FY2000 | evel of 17,731
t housand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per nonkfish
DAS is set md-way between two limts under Scenarios 3b and
3d.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

The data and anal ytical procedures are identical to those in
Scenari o 3c except this scenario uses a different set of

| andi ng goals and has a pre-specific trip limt at the m d-way
between 3b and 3d. The md-way trip limt is determ ned to be
900 I bs. per DAS for the A& C permt category and 600 | bs. per
DAS for the B&D permt category.

Fi ndi ngs

Based on the average catch per DAS, the nunber of vessels in
each permt category and the preset trip limt, vessels in the
A&C permt category would use an average of 6 DAS and vessels
in the B& permt category would use an average of 4 DAS.
However, since not all vessels fished the average DAS

al l ocati on per vessel would be 10 DAS and 9 DAS for the A&C
and B&D permt categories, respectively (Table 8).
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Scenario 4. Estinmate a trip |imt and DAS all ocation which
woul d achi eve the FY2002 SFMA nonkfish | andi ng quota by A&C
and B&D permt categories for vessels fishing in the SFMA.

Since trip limts are estinmated for each permt category
separately, the SFMA quota nust first be apportioned to yield
the | anding goal by permt category. The apportioned quotas
are based on | anding patterns of two fishing years (FY2000 and
FY1999), resulting in two sets of |anding goals. Further, in
sone cases, trip limts are pre-specified to determ ne the

| evel of the nonkfish DAS allocation in SFMA. For exanple, in
two cases, the trip limts are pre-specified at 1,500 |bs./DAS
for A& C permt categories and 1,000 |bs./DAS for B&D permt
categories. Therefore, several alternative scenarios were
exam ned.

Scenario 4a: Estimate trip limts by permt category for
vessels fishing in SFMA while the |anding goal by permt
category is determ ned based on the FY2000 | andi ng
pattern and the SFMA nonkfish | anding woul d achi eve the
SFMA quota of 13,281 thousand pounds.

Scenario 4b: Estimate trip limts by permt category for
vessels fishing in SFMA while the | andi ng goal by permt
category is determ ned based on the FY1999 | andi ng
pattern and the SFMA nonkfish | andi ng woul d achi eve the
SFMA quota of 13,281 thousand pounds.

Scenario 4c: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY2000 | anding pattern and the
SFMA nmonkfish | andi ng woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of

13, 281 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per
nmonkfish DAS is set at 1,500 pounds for A&C permt
categories and 1,000 pounds for B&D pernit categories.

Scenario 4d: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY1999 | anding pattern and the
SFMA nonkfish | andi ng woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of
13,281 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per
monkfish DAS is set atl,500 pounds for A&C permt
categories and 1,000 pounds for B&D permt categories.
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Scenario 4e: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY2000 | anding pattern_and the
SFMA nonkfish [ andi ng woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of

13, 281 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per
monkfish DAS is set at the m d-way between two limts
under Scenarios 4a and 4c.

Scenario 4f: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels
fishing in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category
is determ ned based on the FY1999 | anding pattern and the
SFMA nonkfish | andi ng woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of

13, 281 thousand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per
nmonkfish DAS is set at the m d-way between two limts
under Scenarios 4b and 4d.

Anal ysis of Scenario 4

In order to set the |anding goals under Scenario 4 to achieve
t he quota, the FY2000 SFMA | andi ngs nust be reduce to the
guota. Criteria for allocating the reduction are:

(1) landings of dredge trips and E trips remain the sanme, and
(2) the other trip categories (A& matched trips, B&D matched
trip, A& C unmatched trips and B&D unmatched trips) take their
shares of the necessary reduction in proportion to their FY
2000 | andi ngs.

The results of reduction to the quota are presented in Table 9

Wth the data in Table 9, the I anding goals for the scenarios
can be established as follows: Since the estimation of trip
l[imt under Scenarios 4a and 4b uses individual VTR data of
the matched DAS trips, the correspondi ng VIR | andi ng of these
mat ched trips should be the | anding goals of these two
scenarios, as shown in Table 10.

Under alternative Scenarios 4c, 4d, 4e, and 4f which are to
estimate avail able DAS for fishing and allocation for all DAS
trips (matched and unmatched trips) of A& C and B&D permt
categories, the landing goals of these categories should the
wei ghout | andi ngs of both matched and unmatched tri ps and are
shown in Table 10.
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Scenario 4a: Estimate trip limts by permt category for
vessels fishing in SFMA while the |anding goal by permt
category is determ ned based on the FY2000 | andi ng pattern and
t he SFMA nonkfish | anding woul d achi eve at the SFMA quota of
13, 281 thousand pounds.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

Data and anal ytical procedures for scenario 4a are simlar to
t hose used for Scenario 3a except that the |anding goal is
adj usted to achi eve the quota.

Fi ndi ngs

Results indicate that a | anding-per-DAS limt of 309 Ibs. tail
wei ght (1,026 Ibs. live weight) for A& permt category and
267 I bs. tail weight (888 Ibs. live weight) for B&D permt
category be established in order to achieve the SFMA quota
(Table 11).

Scenario 4b: Estimate trip limts by permt category for
vessels fishing in SFMA while the | andi ng goal by permt
category is determ ned based on the FY1999 | andi ng pattern and
t he SFMA nonkfish | andi ng woul d achi eve at the SFMA quota of
13, 281 t housand pounds.

Dat a source and anal ytical procedures

Data and anal ytical procedures for Scenario 4b are simlar to
t hose used for Scenario 3b except that the | anding goal is a
different set relative to quota.

Fi ndi ng

In order to achieve the SFMA quota, a |anding-per-DAS |imt

of 102 Ibs. tail weight (338 Ibs. live weight) for A&C permt
category and 112 Ibs. tail weight (370 Ibs. live weight) for

B&D permt category should be established (Table 11).

Scenario 4c: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is

det erm ned based on the FY2000 | andi ng pattern and the SFVA
nonkfish | andi ng woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of 13,281
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t housand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per nonkfish
DAS is set at 1,500 pounds for A&C permt categories and 1,000
pounds for B&D permt categories.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

Data and anal ytical procedures are identical to those used in
Scenari o 3c except that this scenario uses a | ower set of
| andi ng goal s.

Fi ndi ngs

Based on the average catch per DAS, the nunber of vessels in
each permt category and the preset trip limt, vessels in the
A&C permt category woul d use an average of 5 DAS and vessels
in the B&D permt category would use an average of 4 DAS.
However, since not all vessels fished the average DAS

al l ocation per vessel would be 10 DAS and 9 DAS for the A&C
and B&D categories, respectively (Table 12).

Scenario 4d: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is

det erm ned based on the FY1999 | anding pattern and the SFMA
monkfish | anding woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of 13,281

t housand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per nonkfish
DAS is set atl,500 pounds for A and C permt categories and
1, 000 pounds for B and D categori es.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

The data and anal ytical procedures are identical to those used
in Scenario 3d except that this scenario uses a | ower set of
| andi ng goal s.

Fi ndi ngs

Based on the average catch per DAS, the nunber of vessels in
each permt category and the preset trip [imt, vessels in the
A&C permt category woul d use an average of 2 DAS and vessels
in the B&D permt category would use an average of 4 DAS.
However, since not all vessels fished the average DAS

al l ocation per vessel would be 4 DAS and 9 DAS for the A& C and
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B&D cat egori es, respectively (Table 12).

Scenario 4e: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is

det erm ned based on the FY2000 | andi ng pattern_and the SFMVA
nonkfish | andi ng woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of 13,281

t housand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per nonkfish
DAS is set at the m d-way between two |[imts under Scenari os
4a and 4c.

Dat a source and anal ytical procedures

Data and anal ytical procedures are identical to those used in
Scenari o 3e except that this scenario uses a different set of
| andi ng goals at |ower levels. The md-way trip limt is 900
| bs (tail weight) for A&C permt category and 600 I bs (tail
wei ght) for the B&D permt category.

Fi ndi ngs

Based on the average catch per DAS, the nunber of vessels in
each permt category and the preset trip limt, vessels in the
A&C permt category woul d use an average of 7 DAS and vessels
in the B&D permt category would use an average of 4 DAS.
However, since not all vessels fished the average DAS

al l ocation per vessel would be 12 DAS and 9 DAS for the A&C
and B&D categories, respectively (Table 13).

Scenario 4f: Determ ne nonkfish DAS allocation with pre-
specified trip limts by permt category for vessels fishing
in SFMA while the | anding goal by permt category is

det erm ned based on the FY1999 | anding pattern and the SFMVA
nmonkfi sh | andi ng woul d achi eve the SFMA quota of 13,281

t housand pounds. The pre-specified trip limt per nonkfish
DAS is set at the m d-way between two |imts under Scenari os
4b and 4d.

Data source and anal yti cal procedures

The data and anal ytical procedures are identical to those used
in Scenario 3c except that this scenario uses a different set
of landing goals at lower levels. The md-way trip limt is
800 I bs. (tail weight) for A&C permt category and 600 |bs
(tail weight) for the B&D permt category.
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Fi ndi ngs

Based on the average catch per DAS, the nunber of vessels in
each permt category and the preset trip limt, vessels in the
A&C permt category would use an average of 3 DAS and vessels
in the B&D permt category would use an average of 4 DAS.
However, since not all vessels fished the average DAS

al l ocati on per vessel would be 5 DAS and 9 DAS for the A&C and
B&D cat egori es, respectively (Table 13).

Sunmmary

The findings of all scenario analyses are summari zed in Tabl es
14 and 15. Table 14 contains the findings of the scenarios
for the NFMA while Table 15 contains the findings of the
scenarios for the SFMA Whil e the findings could provide
information for policy guidance, they are limted in their
applicability to the fisheries in future years. |In future,

not only the fishing behavior can weasily alter but also the
resource availability is likely to change in future.

This study is primarily based on the FY2000 VIR data with sone
consideration of fishing |anding patterns in FY1999. It nmay
not fully account for potential changes in fishing behavior,
resulting in changes in |anding-per-DAS |imts. For exanple,
in response to changes in | anding-per-DAS limt, fishing
pattern of the FY2000 fishery in nunmber of trips, trip length
and trip landing may change in a manner different fromthe
changes assunmed in this study, particularly the identified
trip limts represent a drastic change fromthe actual limts
in FY2000.

An underlying assunption of several of the alternative
scenarios (3c-3f and 4c-4f) is that the historic distribution
of DAS usage rates would continue under any DAS all ocati on.

For exanple, vessels which historically used 10% of their DAS
all ocati on woul d continue to use 10% of the DAS allocation, no
matter what the allocation was. This does not seem|ikely.

An alternative assunption is that vessels which historically
used nore DAS than any new all ocation would nore likely fish
at or near the maxi mum nunmber of DAS available. This could

|l ead to | andi ngs substantially
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